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ABSTRACT 
Chapter One is entitled “Introduction.” It introduces the readers with some socio- cultural and 
cognitive aspects of writing. Students learning to write in a second language are faced with social 
and cognitive challenges that affect their second language acquisition. Among social factors, 
motivation and contact with the target language play important roles. Besides, understanding of 
cultural conventions eases the learning process. Language is a cultural phenomenon and the 
influence of culture on language cannot be ignored. Culture also defines the criteria for good 
writing. ESL writers therefore, should develop sound understanding of the academic conventions 
of the target language community. Besides, with writing being recognized as an important skill, 
its assessment becomes crucial.  Writing assessment is an important field in the education 
community. Writing assessment should promote effective learning among students. Assessment 
should inform teaching and learning.  
Chapter Two is entitled “Writing”. The chapter introduces the readers with a brief historical 
overview of the ESL writing, its growth and development as a multi- disciplinary field. The 
development of ESL writing as an important academic skill is rooted in historical context. Before 
the 1940s, language theory was influenced by the scientific theory as defined by prominent 
linguists like Leonard Bloomfield, Charles C. Fries, and Edward Sweet. Being descriptive 
linguists, they advocated the mastery of sound structures of language and marginalized writing in 
favor of speech. However, the need for L2 writing instruction to increasing number of non- 
native speakers in the US higher institutions soon grew after World War II. As a result, special 
freshman courses were introduced for non-native English speakers. Parallel to this, ESL writing 
pedagogy began to develop. However, due to lack of adequate ESL pedagogy in the beginning, 
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ESL writing instruction was consolidated under L1 composition studies. The L1 composition 
instructors began to notice the differences in writing between native and non- native English 
speakers. This led to the establishment of disciplinary “division of labor” between L1 and ESL 
writing. Thus, ESL writing came under ESL studies. Since then L2 writing researchers 
developed many ESL writing pedagogies. Between 1950s and 1960s, writing was viewed 
prescriptively and focused on the mastery of grammatical structures of language. It focused on 
the finished product of writing. In the late 1960s, discourse approach to writing was developed. It 
was Kaplan’s pioneering research who claimed that the discourse patterns of languages are 
different from each other. This pedagogy focused on the logical organization of ideas into 
coherent paragraphs or larger units like essays. This pedagogy was also known as current 
traditional rhetoric. In the late 1970s, L2 writing scholars and instructors began to analyze the 
composing processes of ESL writers. Soon L2 writing studies began an inquiry into what writers 
actually do as they compose. This approach was labeled as Process approach to writing. Some 
pioneering researchers associated with it were Janet Emig, Peter Elbow, and Vivian Zamel. The 
process approach to writing was important in many ways. First of all, it recognized writing as a 
meaningful discovery process. Then, it studied the composing processes of writers as they plan, 
draft, and approach a writing task. For example, Zamel (1983)1 found striking similarities 
between the composing processes of skilled ESL writers and L1 writers. Raimes (1985)2 study, 
on the other hand, revealed significant differences between L1 and L2 writers’ writing processes. 
The L2 writing researchers gained useful insights from L1 composition theorists and instructors 
                                                             
1 Zamel, V. (1983). The composing process of advanced ESL students: Six case studies. TESOL 
Quarterly, 17, pp. 165 – 187. 
2 Raimes, A. (1985). What unskilled ESL students do as they write: a classroom study of composing. 
TESOL Quarterly, 19, pp. 229 – 258. 
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to explain L2 writing processes and develop an L2 theory.  However, after 2000, a more 
comprehensive approach to ESL pedagogy, i.e., post process began to develop. The post process 
recognizes the social context as an important component in order to be accepted as a member of 
academic community. The last ESL writing pedagogy discussed is English for Academic 
Purposes. Every academic discourse community adheres to certain conventions of writing that 
are applied in appropriate and suitable contexts. The writers should master these conventions and 
adhere to acceptable writing behaviors. Over the past thirty years, the field of L2 writing has 
grown in scholarship. For example, Journal of Second Language Writing was established in 
1992. It was exclusively devoted to L2 writing. Likewise, first symposium on second language 
writing was held at Purdue University in 1998. All these developments illustrate the maturity of 
ESL writing studies as a distinct field of enquiry. 
The next topic is the L2 writing process. The writing process is an important research concept in 
the field of composition studies. Research on the writing process focuses on how writers draft, 
revise, and edit texts. The most common researched area in L2 writing field is the role or use of 
L1 in L2 writing. L1 plays an important role in L2 writing. L2 writers frequently switch to their 
L1 while writing in L2. This use of L1 either facilitates or hinders the L2 writing process 
depending on various variables and contexts in which the transfer has been made. Studies 
revealed similarities between the L1 and L2 composing processes. L1 and L2 writing often 
exhibits similar composing processing patterns. L2 writers function like L1 writers (Leeds, 
1996)3. Planning patterns in L1 and L2 are found to be very similar (Armengol- Castells, 20014; 
                                                             
3 Leeds, B. (Ed.) (1996). Writing in a second language: Insights from first and second language teaching 
and research. New York: Longman. Cited in Littlecott, G. (n.d.). Second language composing, we would 
argue… is not a different animal from first language composing (Jones and Tetroe, 1987). This essay 
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Hirose & Sasaki, 19945).  Zamel (1983)6 found striking similarities between the composing 
processes of skilled ESL writers and L1 writers. Studies concerning L1 use in L2 writing process 
not only revealed striking similarities but researchers also noted some key differences in them. 
The differences were due to the interferences caused by L1 writing processes. For example, 
Raimes (1985)7 study revealed significant differences between L1 and L2 writers’ writing 
processes. Further, studies revealing the differences between the written texts of L1 and L2 
writers are also elaborated. In short, a large number of studies on L2 writing process have been 
discussed in the chapter. 
The next topic discussed is the Cognitive Approach to Writing. The cognitive or the process 
approach to writing is entirely different from the traditional product approach which advocated 
passive learning. The process approach focused on the composing processes of writers as they 
accomplished a writing task. Generally, the writing process is seen as consisting of three stages- 
pre- writing, writing, and revising/and editing. These stages are over- lapping as writers may use 
them in a non- linear manner. Some pre- writing techniques such as free- writing, brain- 
storming, bubbling, clustering, and looping are also listed.  
                                                                                                                                                                                                    
discusses the arguments for and against this claim. Available: http://leo.aichi-
u.ac.jp/~goken/bulletin/pdfs/NO19/05GaryLittlecott.pdf. 
4 Armengol- Castells, L. (2001). Text- generating strategies of three multilingual writers: A protocol- 
based study. Language Awareness, 10, pp. 91- 106. Cited in Leki,  I,  A. Cumming, and T. Silva (2008).  
A synthesis of research on second language writing. London: Routledge. p. 124. 
5 Hirose, K. and M. Sasaki (1994). Explanatory variables for Japanese students’ expository writing in 
English: An exploratory study. Journal of Second Language Writing, 3, pp. 203- 229. Cited in Leki, I, A. 
Cumming, and T. Silva (2008).  A synthesis of research on second language writing. London: Routledge. 
p. 124. 
6 Zamel, V. (1983). The composing process of advanced ESL students: Six case studies. TESOL 
Quarterly, 17, pp. 165 – 187. 
7 Raimes, A. (1985). What unskilled ESL students do as they write: a classroom study of composing. 
TESOL Quarterly, 19, pp. 229 – 258. 
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Next, the models of the process writing have been discussed in detail. Two most popular L1 
models adapted by L2 writing researchers are that of Hayes and Flower (1981)8 and Bereiter and 
Scardamalia model (1987)9. These models explained the cognitive processes of L2 writers that 
operate in the writers mind as they accomplish a writing task. While Flower and Hayes assumed 
writing as a goal- directed activity targeted at audiences and the writers efforts to present his 
ideas efficiently to the readers through creating a coherent text. Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987), 
on the other hand, distinguishes between simple and cognitively complex tasks and claimed that 
novice writers make use of “knowledge telling” processes in order to complete an L2 writing 
task based on the assignment, the topic, or the genre, whereas expert writers used “knowledge 
transforming” processes and viewed a writing task from multiple perspectives considering not 
just the cognitive requirements but the audiences, contexts, and task demands. The chapter ends 
with the advantages and disadvantages of the process approach to writing.  
Chapter Three is “Assessment and Evaluation”, It provides a comprehensive discussion and 
interpretation of assessment and evaluation. Assessment is the systematic gathering of 
information of a student’s progress and achievements. Evaluation, on the other hand, is the 
interpretation of the evidences obtained from various assessment tools like tests, quizzes, and 
essays, etc. Here, an attempt has been made to compare and contrast the above two stated terms. 
The chapter opens up with a brief discussion of the three stages in implementing assessment. 
Stage 1 specifies the skills to be assessed. Stage 2 corresponds to the development of appropriate 
                                                             
8 Flower, L., and J. R. Hayes (1981). A cognitive process theory of writing. College Composition and 
Communication 32 (4). Pp. 365 – 387. Cited in di, Gennaro, K. (2010). Second language writing ability: 
Towards a complete construct definition. Canadian Social Science, 6 (3), pp. 1-22. 
9 Bereiter, C. and M. Scardamalia (1987). The psychology of written composition. Hillsdale, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. Cited in Weigle, S. C. (2002). Assessing writing. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
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assessment tasks to tests the intended skills. Stage 3 requires students to perform on tasks 
designed in stage 2. Then, the writing assessment has been dealt in detail. With writing 
recognized as an important skill, its assessment becomes crucial. There are many stakeholders in 
a writing assessment with varied interests. For example, teachers assess students’ writing skills 
in order to know their progress and achievements in learning. Policy makers use writing 
assessments in order to monitor the quality of education, to give grants, to maintain record of 
schools’ performances and compare different schools and universities results over a period of 
time. Next, some prominent principles of writing assessments have been discussed. Assessment 
should drive curriculum and instruction. Assessment should match the objectives of the course 
curriculum. Students should be informed of the course objectives since the beginning of the 
session. Also, assessment of writing should be recognized as a social skill assessing students’ 
performances on different genres, topics, settings, and take into account the audiences as well. 
Besides, it should focus on the global features of writing such as meaning and content and 
organization rather than superficial aspects like grammar and mechanics. Students should be 
explained the criteria for assessment in detail. They should be involved to build a checklist of 
criteria enabling them to understand the essential elements that they should master and 
demonstrate in their writing. Provision of regular feedback is another prominent principle of 
writing assessments. 
After discussing the principles of writing assessments, the chapter illustrates the differences 
between direct and indirect writing assessments. Direct writing assessments require students to 
produce actual writing samples in the form of essays, letter writing, writing projects, and 
dissertations, etc. Indirect writing assessments, on the other hand, involve no actual writing. 
They break writing into sub- components like grammar, vocabulary, and spelling, etc. Multiple 
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choice tests (MCT), yes/ no, and fill in the blanks, etc. are some examples of such assessments. 
Next, readers are introduced to classroom assessments, their characteristics, and purposes, and 
various forms of classroom assessments. Classroom assessments are learner centered, and 
actively engage students in the learning process. The process approach to writing transforms the 
role of learners and gives them autonomy in the learning process. Techniques such as group 
discussion, self- assessment, and peer review, etc. turns students into mature learners who learn 
to assess their own work with responsibility. Teachers, on the other hand, assume the role of 
guides and assists students in reaching the targets. Teachers vigilantly observe students’ daily 
performances and behaviors and record them in student logs, anecdotal records, and journals to 
communicate them to students and their parents.  Formative and summative assessments, 
subjective and objective assessments, internal and external assessments, etc. are some common 
forms of assessments with different purposes. The chapter then discusses the modern 
contemporary assessments like alternative, performance, portfolio, and authentic assessments 
that are becoming increasingly popular in both classroom and large scale testing. All these 
assessments link assessment with learning. Besides, they require students to demonstrate actual 
writing skills in meaningful contexts and develop audience awareness in them. The chapter ends 
with a discussion of the process of evaluation. Often used interchangeably, assessment and 
evaluation serve different purposes. Evaluation is a comprehensive term and covers assessment 
within it. There are some remarkable differences between the two processes. The most obvious 
difference is that assessment is formative in nature while evaluation is summative and occurs at 
the end of a course or session. Assessment informs instruction and learning and provides useful 
diagnostic information of students’ performances, whereas evaluation is judgmental in nature 
and is not concerned with qualitative feedback. It is accompanied with grades and scores. 
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Chapter Four is Methodology that has been applied in the research. Participants for this study 
were 150 students and 9 teachers in three English medium secondary schools in Aligarh. Classes 
considered were class VIII and class IX. The teachers’ evaluation of students’ writing in Aligarh 
schools was the prime research concern. The main modes of data collection of students’ writing 
samples- in class assignments and timed- impromptu essays, teachers’ questionnaire, teacher 
interaction, and field diary based on general observation. A pilot study was conducted to test the 
validity of the research. The chapter discusses in detail the process of data collection and data 
analysis. The data was analyzed using ANOVA framework. The ANOVA test showed a list of 
significant and not significant items. However, it was only the significant items (p value .05 or 
less) that were analyzed. 
Chapter Five is entitled “Analysis and Interpretation of Results”. The results obtained from 
ANOVA framework were descriptively analyzed. The analysis showed interesting results. There 
were variations among the two classes. Further, variations were also found in three different 
schools. The teachers’ questionnaire was also statistically analyzed and the results were 
interpreted.  
Chapter Six is the “Conclusion and Suggestions”. The results are significant in a few ways. An in 
depth analysis of the assessment patterns shows a number of significant findings. The variations 
among the different groups of learners and among the different schools could be attributed to a 
number of causes. Classroom instruction should focus on writing as a purposeful activity situated 
in a context and not just on finished products. Students’ involvement in the assessment of their 
own work would actually assist their learning and make them critical and reflective learners.  
Learners should be taught to write on different genres, on varied topics and instill audience 
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awareness in them as they write. Self- assessment checklist, peer review, and teacher- student 
conferencing, etc. are some techniques through which assessment can be incorporated in 
learning.  A few suggestions have been proposed in the end based on the research work that has 
been carried out. 
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 1 
CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Writing is a complex and ongoing process which is acquired in later stages of learning. 
The art of writing comprises skills and knowledge about texts, contexts, and readers. 
Besides, there are drafting and revising techniques along with the understanding of genre 
that writers have to equip themselves with in order to produce an effective text in an 
appropriate context. 
Academic writing poses a new challenge for English L2 writers. The L2 writers put 
conscious effort and practice in composing, developing, and analyzing ideas. However, 
the main factor differentiating L1 and L2 writers is that L2 writers are bilingual and 
bicultural and have prior experiences as writers in their native languages. Learning L2 is 
not as easy as learning their native language. L2 learners have an additional challenge to 
acquire proficiency (application of grammatical competence) in the use of the language 
in order to master the writing techniques, skills, and strategies. L2 writing classroom is a 
heterogeneous community with students representing multiculturalism and 
multilingualism. Besides, they have different cognitive capacities and varied proficiency 
level of language. In short, L2 writers differ in their cognitive, social, cultural and 
proficiency aspects. 
1.1 Cognitive factors 
Writing composition is a cognitively complex process. The cognitive theory of writing 
suggests that acquiring academic language skills such as writing is a gradual process in 
which some aspects develop at a faster rate while others require much time and effort. 
Certain meta-cognitive strategies like planning, monitoring, formulating, cognitive 
strategies such as using appropriate linguistic information to complete a task, deciding 
 2 
between linguistic choices, and affective/ social strategies such as peer interaction and 
discussion are used by the writer in order to accomplish a writing task. 
Writing as a process involves the use of mental operations to solve tasks using the above 
mentioned strategies in a non-linear recursive manner. Besides, writing is not a 
haphazard endeavor but a systematic effort which involves effective planning and 
decision- making. The writer moves back and forth to different stages like pre- writing, 
writing, and post- writing in order to produce a meaningful text. The process or cognitive 
theory instills in the writer the importance of awareness of audience, appropriate 
organization of ideas, and gives priority to meaning and content. The cognitive approach 
gives autonomy to students through the promotion of techniques like brain-storming, 
group discussion, and self- assessment while teachers guide students throughout as they 
write and provide formative feedback to them. Jordan (1997)1 describes this new 
relationship between teacher and student by explaining that the process approach enable 
students to make clearer decisions about the directions of their writing “by means of 
discussion, tasks, drafting, feedback and informed choices [thereby] encouraging 
students to be responsible for making improvements themselves.”  
Language transfer is a cognitive factor explaining the similarities and differences in the 
writing processes of ESL writers in relation to native speakers of English. Many 
researches were devoted to this cognitive aspect of language learning. Some found 
striking similarities between the writing processes of ESL writers whereas others found 
L1 as an interfering factor resulting in errors. The interference was attributed to the fact 
that if the target and the native language were linguistically distant from each other, it 
caused difficulties for language learners whereas if they were structural and linguistic 
similarities between the two, it led to the facilitation of the L2 writing acquisition.  
                                                             
1 Jordan, R. R. (1997). What’s in a name? English for Specific Purposes, 16(1). Cited in Clenton, 
J. (n.d.) Academic Writing: towards an integrated approach? pp. 1-10. Ret. From 
http://www.sussex. ac.uk/languages/documents/academic writingessay.pdf. 
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It was Flower and Hayes’ (19802, 1981)3 and Bereiter and Scardamalia’s model (1987)4 
which the L2 writing researchers found guidance in explaining the L2 writing processes. 
Flower and Hayes (1981) proposed a cognitive process theory and described writing as a 
meaningful, goal- directed, thinking process hierarchically organized. It distinguished 
between skilled and unskilled writers and found that skilled ESL writers planned 
extensively and at a global level unlike the unskilled writers.  Continuing this line of 
research in process pedagogy, Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) proposed a two model 
description of writing that distinguished between the easy and difficult tasks as 
performed by novice and expert writers. The first model depicted the writing process of 
novice or unskilled writers as they involve in much less complex tasks. The simple 
process that they engaged in was labeled as “knowledge telling process” whereas the 
other model that they proposed explained the cognitive processes employed by skilled 
writers as they attempt to complete complex and cognitively demanding tasks. 
According to them, they proposed a “knowledge transforming model” for the expert 
writers. Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) defined knowledge telling as “a naturally 
acquired ability, common to almost everyone” while knowledge transforming as “a more 
studied ability involving skills that not everyone acquires” which involves a “deliberate, 
strategic control over parts of the process that are unattended to in more naturally 
developed ability”. Applicable to L2 writers in many ways, it had limitations as well. 
Descriptions such as “natural” and “common to almost everyone” does not apply to L2 
                                                             
2 Flower, L. and J. R. Hayes (1980). The cognition of discovery: Defining a rhetorical problem. 
College Composition and Communication, 31. Pp. 21-32. Cited in di, Gennaro, Kristen (2010).  
Second language writing ability: Towards a complete construct definition. Canadian Social 
Science, 6(3), pp. 1-22. 
3 Flower, L., and J. R. Hayes (1981). A cognitive process theory of writing. College Composition 
and Communication 32 (4). Pp. 365 – 387. Cited in di, Gennaro, K. (2010). Second language 
writing ability: Towards a complete construct definition. Canadian Social Science, 6 (3), pp. 1-
22. 
4 Bereiter, C., and M. Scardamalia (1987). The psychology of written composition. Cited in di, 
Gennaro, K. (2010). Second language writing ability: Towards a complete construct definition. 
Canadian Social Science,6(3), pp 1-22. 
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writers as they have to acquire this “knowledge telling” in their L2 with much effort. 
Further, both Flower and Hayes and Bereiter and Scardamalia models failed to account 
for the role of linguistic knowledge in writing ability. Unlike L1 writers who are 
naturally proficient in their linguistic competence, L2 writers struggle with the 
acquisition of L2 linguistic competence and acquire it in much later stages.        
1.2 Social Factors 
Traditional research to writing recognizes it as a cognitive effort. However, 
contemporary research has now begun to view writing as a socio-cultural act. Hamp- 
Lyons and Kroll (1997)5 defines writing as “an act that takes place within a context, that 
accomplishes a particular purpose, and that is appropriately shaped for its intended 
audience”. The meaning-making aspect of writing is rooted in the social contexts in 
which it takes place. Sperling (1996)6, for example, notes that ‘writing like language in 
general, [is] a meaning-making activity that is socially and culturally shaped and 
individually and socially purposeful.” Recognizing the influence of social dimension on 
writing, Hayes (1996)7 states: “[Writing] is also social because it is a social artifact and 
is carried out in a social setting. What we write, how we write and who we write to is 
shaped by social convention and by our history of social interaction… The genres in 
which we write were invented by other writers and the phrases we write often reflect 
phrases earlier writers have written”.    
Second language learners face difficulty in adequately expressing themselves in English. 
These L2 writers generally have low proficiency or they are at the developmental stage 
                                                             
5 Hamp-Lyons, L. and B. Kroll (1997). Issues in ESL writing assessment. An overview. College 
ESL,6, pp. 52-72. Cited in Silva, T. and Paul Kei Matsuda (eds.). (2001). On second language 
writing. Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. pp.  143-160. 
6 Sperling,  M. (1996). Revisiting the writing – speaking connection: Challenges for research on 
writing and writing instruction. Review of Educational Research,66, pp. 53-86. Cited in Weigle, 
S . C. (2002). Assessing writing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. p. no.  19. 
7 Hayes, J. R. (1996). A new framework for understanding cognition and affect in writing, in C-
M-Levy and S. Ransdell (eds.). The Science of writing. NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. Cited 
in Weigle, S .C. (2002). Assessing writing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. p. no. 19. 
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of acquiring proficiency in a target language. Therefore, texts composed by L2 writers 
are found to be less effective than those of their native English speaking peers (Silva, 
1997)8. Further, research has suggested that L2 writers’ texts are generally shorter, less 
cohesive and fluent, and contains more errors. Among social factors, motivation and 
attitude plays a significant role in the successful acquisition of the language. There are 
various reasons for which students are motivated to learn a new language. However, the 
most common forms of motivation are integrative motivation and instrumental 
motivation with different purposes of language acquisition. Learners are motivated with 
the desire to integrate into the target language community. On the other hand, 
instrumental motivation is related to the external influences and incentives that learners 
have a strong desire to achieve. Instrumental motivation is related to the attainment of 
the professional goals such as applying for a job or writing a dissertation. Grabe and 
Kaplan (1996)9 list grades, higher proficiency etc. as factors that motivate besides 
integrative motivation. Both forms of motivation can develop high proficiency in writing 
in English. 
Contact with the target language is also another social factor which contributes to the 
learning of the L2. Certainly, reading more academic texts, attending academic lectures 
and developing contacts with native speakers will result in the better acquisition of the 
L2. Providing students with ample opportunities to interact with native speakers in the 
campus will benefit their overall language development. More interaction will lead to an 
increased linguistic development of the writer getting to know the cultural conventions 
of the language and ending hesitation.   
 
                                                             
8 Silva, T. (1997). Differences in ESL and native English speaker writing: The research and its 
implications. Cited in Hyland, K. (2003). Second language writing. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
9 Grabe, W. and R. B. Kaplan (1996). Theory and practice of writing. New York: Longman. 
Cited in Weigle, S. C. (2002). Assessing writing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. p. no. 
37 
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1.3 Cultural Factors 
Cultural factors also shape a learner’s acquisition of the L2. In particular, cultural factors 
also influence students’ background, or schema knowledge, and decide the ways in 
which they will construct a text. Culture can be seen as an historically transmitted and 
systematic network of meanings enabling to develop, understand, and communicate our 
knowledge and beliefs about the world (Lantolf, 1999)10. 
Language and learning are integral elements of a culture. Culture is carried through and 
reflected in language. Culture defines the criteria for good writing as well. So, in order to 
master the skills of good writing in an L2, it is important for non- native speakers to 
familiarize themselves with the cultural conventions of the language. Often, native 
language speakers’ attitudes and educational practices may contrast and conflict with that 
of non- native speakers’ leading to the writing of the non- native speakers as confusing 
and unacceptable by native academic community.  This happens when the two languages 
are culturally distant from each other. Differences not only exist at the orthography and 
linguistic levels in writing, but also in the styles and conventions that both cultures value.  
Academic writing involves “examining the kinds of issues a discipline considers 
important, why certain methods of inquiry and not others are sanctioned, how the 
conventions of a discipline shape text in that discipline, how individual writers represent 
themselves in a text, how texts are read and disseminated within the discipline, and how 
one text influences subsequent texts” (Spack,1988: 38)11. The western system of 
education inculcate traits like critical thinking, individual creativity, and encourages 
students to form their own points of view adapting an analytical, questioning, and 
evaluating approach to the problem. Despite relying on traditional wisdom, they seek 
                                                             
10 Lantolf, J. P. (1999). Second culture acquisition: cognitive considerations, in E. Hinkel (ed.). 
Culture in second language teaching and learning. pp. 28-46. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. Cited in Hyland, K. (2003). Second language writing. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 
11 Spack, R. F. (1988). Initiating ESL students into the academic discourse community: How far 
should we go? TESOL Quarterly 22 (1), pp. 29-52. 
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new ways of inquiry into the writing process. Students engage themselves in analyzing 
problems, reflect on arguments, present critical stance to the topics, and voice their 
opinions to the audience in context. Thus, in the words of Bereiter and Scardamalia 
(1987)12 it is “knowledge transforming” where the writers add new perspective to the 
available knowledge.  
Asian cultures, on the other hand, believe in conserving and reproducing existing 
knowledge. Instead of focusing on creativity and free thinking, they emphasize on 
strategies like memorization and imitation. Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987)13 
characterize these as “knowledge telling” representing simple, immature writing where 
the writer does not put in much effort and simply reproduces the existing knowledge. In 
such writing, no process of self discovery is involved.  
Besides, in the western academic community it is the writer’s responsibility to express 
his/her views and convey his/her intended meanings in an explicit manner. L2 writer 
writes and perceives a writing topic or task in his/ her own way and brings his/ her 
background knowledge of the topic and experience in order to complete it. A native 
reader who is often ignorant of the writer’s L1 schemata and experience reads from 
another context. In some cases, the expectations of the readers are not met. In other 
words, the native readers may not find the writing as appropriate and suitable to the 
academic context. The gap between writer’s work and reader’s expectations hinders the 
effective communication of message. Some cultures, on the other hand, like Asian 
culture hold the readers responsible to unveil the intended meaning. For example, 
Japanese is a reader- responsible language i.e. the head responsibility lies on the readers 
to understand and make out hints and nuances, whereas English is a writer- responsible 
                                                             
12 Bereiter, C., and M. Scardamalia (1987). The psychology of written composition. Cited in di, 
Gennaro, K.  (2010). Second language writing ability: Towards a complete construct definition. 
Canadian Social Science, 6(3). pp. 1-22. 
13 Bereiter, C., and M. Scardamalia (1987). The psychology of written composition. Cited in di, 
Gennaro, K. (2010). Second language writing ability: Towards a complete construct definition. 
Canadian Social Science, 6(3). pp. 1-22. 
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language “since the person primarily responsible for effective communication is the 
writer” (Hinds, 1987)14. It is on the writer to make his topic, point of view, organization 
and meaning explicit to the readers. 
Culture affects the kind of feedback teachers give and how students comprehend it. L1 
technique of giving feedback may be different from the way L2 students receive 
feedback in their native classrooms. The cognitive approach to writing emphasizes 
correction focusing primarily on content and meaning with little attention paid to 
grammar and mechanics. While in some cultures correction usually relies on grammar 
and mechanics giving minimal attention to content. Students coming from such a culture 
have to learn to respond to such a feedback to change their focus from mechanics to 
meaning while reviewing their work.   
 Culture also influences peer review in a L2 composition classroom. Peer review has 
several benefits to offer. Peer review builds on revision strategies and develops a sense 
of audience among students. However, cultures like Asian value group membership and 
collectiveness to individualism and hence, tend to avoid criticism of peers’ work. For 
example, Chinese and Japanese students hesitate in directly pointing out peers’ mistakes. 
Whereas American students directly put their points welcoming an analytic and 
evaluative feedback from peers. 
The way people organize their texts and arrange their ideas is also influenced by culture. 
So, cultural schemata of L2 students may vary considerably from the ways L1 students 
organize their texts. Cultural differences in the organization and arrangement of texts 
often leads to communication gap. This study of the influence of culture on texts is 
                                                             
14 Hinds, J. (1987). Readers vs. writer responsibility: A new typology, in U. Connor and R. B. 
Kaplan (eds.). Writing across languages: Analysis of L2 text. Cited in Kroll, B. (ed.) (1990). 
Second language writing: Research insights for the classroom. New York: Cambridge University 
Press. pp. 24-36. 
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known as contrastive rhetoric. Contrastive rhetoric as coined by Connor (1996)15 studies 
written texts in the context of culture. It advocates that there are specific rhetorical 
conventions reflected in the written texts of every language.  Different languages follow 
different rhetorical conventions as seen appropriate in their culture. Often L2 students 
unconsciously bring their knowledge of L1 rhetorical patterns to L2 writing thus, 
hindering the acquisition of effective writing skills. As Connor (1996)16 states that “the 
linguistic and rhetorical conventions of the first language interfere with the writing of the 
second language”. Contrastive rhetoric maintains that writing is a cultural phenomenon 
and to learn the conventions of writing in a language is to make oneself familiar with the 
culture of that language. Therefore, the writers should be familiar with the linguistic, 
rhetorical, and strategic conventions that operate in the target language culture. The 
knowledge of such conventions would also lead to a more clear understanding of the 
expectations of the readers. 
These written conventions can be applied to academic, institutional, professional and 
disciplinary cultures. So, often the differences in writing are not due to the individual 
inadequacies but the cultural differences that are reflected in the writing of the non- 
native speakers. So, what is acceptable in an academic discourse community may seem 
to be inappropriate to the native speakers “particularly those who brings them a set of 
conventions that are at odds with those of the academic world they are entering” (Kutz , 
Groden and Zamel, 1993)17. For example, writing a summary in Spanish would be 
different from writing a summary in English. As a result, instructors should be aware of 
                                                             
15 Connor, U. (1996). Contrastive Rhetoric. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Cited in 
Hyland, Ken (2003). Second language writing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
16 Connor, U. (1996). Contrastive Rhetoric. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Cited in 
Hyland, Ken (2003). Second language writing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. p. 46 
17 Kutz, E., Groden, S., and V. Zamel (1993). The discovery of competence: Teaching and 
learning with diverse student writers. Cited in Myles, J. (2002). Second language writing and 
research: The Writing process and error analysis in student texts. TESL-EJ, 6(2), pp. 1-20. 
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the influence of various educational, social, and cultural backgrounds and experiences 
that students bring with them as they learn to write in the target language.  
Thus, contrastive rhetoric has given new dimension to the writing theory and research. It 
has broadened the outlook towards the understanding and study of different languages. 
The knowledge of contrastive rhetoric would encourage teachers to understand the 
differences in writing, appreciating and accepting them and to shape their writing 
methods according to the needs and requirements of the students. Further, it facilitates 
cross- cultural understanding and traces the roots of the differences. The more distance 
between the native language and the target language, the greater the differences in 
writing styles and conventions. If target and native language belong to the same family 
of languages such as French and Spanish, the differences would be lesser having easy 
pathways for the learner to learn a new language.  
1.4 Assessment and Evaluation 
Assessment and evaluation of writing skills is a regular feature of a writing classroom. 
Though both the terms are often interchangeably used, they are different in many 
important ways. Assessment is a way of gathering information on a daily basis to 
understand the students’ learning progress and needs. Evaluation, on the other hand, is 
the interpretation of the information and evidences obtained from the assessment. 
Evaluation is basically a decision- making process in which important judgments are 
made regarding students, schools, and programs.  
Assessment and evaluation are integral elements of any writing classroom. Effective 
assessment promotes teaching and learning and informs students of their achievements. 
It assists teachers in planning and guiding their instruction according to the needs of the 
learners. This process where assessment promotes teaching and learning in a writing 
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classroom is termed as “instructive evaluation” (Huot: 2002)18. Assessment takes place 
throughout the session in a classroom through different forms. Each form is used by the 
teacher to obtain different evidences of learning of individual students. For example, 
formative assessment (often termed “assessment for learning”) occurs regularly either 
after the end of a unit or a topic. It informs the teachers of where the students stand at a 
particular point of learning and whether they have understood a particular concept or unit 
before proceeding to the next. Accordingly, it provides diagnostic information regarding 
the areas of weaknesses in their learning and assists teachers in effectively planning the 
activities according to the needs of the students. Another common form of assessment is 
summative assessment which is often termed as “assessment of learning”. Being 
evaluative in nature, it occurs at the end of a unit or semester and is used for comparing 
the individual student’s performance with that of others in the same class or level. It also 
compares a school’s performance with other schools over a period of time in order to 
evaluate the achievements and progress that a particular school has made. It is basically 
judgmental in nature and does not provide qualitative feedback on student’s 
performances. It is often accompanied with grades or ranks. The other form is subjective 
or direct assessment which requires students to demonstrate the actual writing skills in 
the forms of essays, narratives, projects, and dissertations etc. The purpose of these direct 
assessments is to measure the complex cognitive skills that are necessary in real writing 
contexts and academic community. As opposed to the subjective assessments, objective 
or indirect assessments measure less complex skills breaking writing into sub-skills such 
as grammar, vocabulary, punctuations, and spelling etc. They do not require the 
candidates to write anything but the assessment format consists of either yes/ no, true/ 
false, and tick mark questions etc. Easy to score, they have high development costs and 
                                                             
18 Huot, B. (2002). (Re) Articulating writing assessment for teaching and learning. Logan: Utah 
State University Press. 
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require much time and effort. Besides, assessments are used for placing students to 
appropriate courses and levels.  
The process approach to the writing has given new dimension to the ways the writing 
ability of students should be assessed and evaluated. The best of which is that it has 
linked assessment to learning.  It means that learning takes place through assessment. 
Process techniques and strategies like observation where the teacher observes the daily 
learning and writing experiences and behaviors of individual student and records it as 
anecdotal notes, journals, and student logs and reports it to parents on timely basis can 
serve as a link to incorporate assessment with learning. Likewise, peer review is another 
useful technique where classroom becomes a social setting promoting cooperation and 
understanding among peers. Typically, in a peer review session, students exchange their 
drafts with their peers to look for content, organization, and grammar of their peers’ 
work in the light of a checklist that directs their reading. Similar to peer review is self 
assessment technique where instead of exchanging papers, students read their own work 
and assess it based on the checklist that explicitly states the criteria for correction.  
Assessment in a process approach brides the gap between teachers and students where 
teacher guides and assists them as they learn to write. The process approach links 
assessment with learning. Students learn to assess their own work and incorporate 
revision, and editing in their writing. Thus, errors are not left on the teachers to mark and 
correct, rather become a responsibility of students to identify and correct them with time. 
Students are focused on to become critical readers of their own work through 
incorporating self- assessment in them. The students not only become responsible writers 
but they learn to assess their own work as they have finished a first draft. Thus students 
should understand the ways of how good writers assess the progress of their own work.  
Contemporary assessments like performance, portfolios, alternative, and authentic 
assessments link assessment with learning. Thus, assessment and evaluation is not only 
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the area of teachers but the students actively involve themselves in assessing their own 
work. The chief feature of all such assessments is that they are rooted in real contexts 
and make sure that students learn to write meaningfully outside the classrooms. Besides, 
they incorporate students’ decisions in the assessment process and involve them in the 
evaluation of their own work. Although valid measures of writing abilities, their 
reliability poses a problem for the evaluators. Reliability can be maintained through 
taking a sufficient number of the samples of writing, designing clear tasks, and giving 
limited topics and genre to write. Training raters to score scripts on a clear set of 
standards on different occasions, using holistic scoring etc. are some ways which can 
increase reliability to the assessment.  
1.5 Objectives of Research 
1. A study of the evaluation pattern among class VIII and IX in three schools through a 
timed impromptu writing. 
2. A study of the evaluation pattern of the classes by studying their class assignments.  
3. A comparison between the three schools (AMU, Girls High School, Iqra Public School, 
and Aligarh Public School)  
4. A comparison of writing between class VIII and class IX in each school. 
1.6 Rationale of the Study 
The study has been conducted by observing the patterns that teachers follow in assessing 
the students’ written work. Accordingly, students in- class assignments were 
photocopied with permission for the research purpose. An evaluation of the assessment 
patterns of teachers based on an essay was also analyzed. The teachers were given a 
checklist to assess the essay. Students who were selected for the essay to be written were 
required to submit their class note books for analysis. Teachers’ questionnaire was also 
analyzed to study the teachers’ understanding of the assessment of students’ writing in 
classroom contexts.    
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1.7 Organization of the present study 
The present study consists of six chapters in addition to Bibliography and Appendices. 
Chapter One is the Introduction which provides an overview of the work covered in this 
study, the objectives of research, and rational of the research undertaken. It discusses the 
cognitive and socio-cultural factors of writing, and importance of assessment and 
evaluation in writing. 
Chapter Two “Writing” provides the historical overview of the ESL writing, its growth 
and development as a field of interdisciplinary research.  
Chapter Three is “Assessment and Evaluation”. It provides a comprehensive discussion 
of assessment covering various facets of writing assessments, purposes and strategies of 
classroom assessment and its various types. It also looks at how assessment has become 
an integral tool to promote teaching and learning of writing skills as a result of shift in 
classroom pedagogy from product to process. It also discusses the place of 
communicative competence in language assessment. Finally, it compares and contrast 
assessment and evaluation processes. 
Chapter Four discusses the methodology used in the present research, while Chapter Five 
gives the analysis and interpretation of results. 
“Conclusion and Suggestion” have been taken up in Chapter Six. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
WRITING 
 
2.1 Second Language Writing Research: A Historical Overview 
Second Language Writing has grown into a vast area of research and gained wide 
recognition as a distinct, specialized field of study. Over the years, L2 writing research 
has emerged from a disciplinary to an interdisciplinary field of enquiry comprising 
numerous dimensions rather than a single aspect. Different fields have contributed to its 
development and research ranging from L1 composition, applied linguistics, and 
psychology etc. The field continues to expand with researchers exploring it from various 
practical, pedagogical, methodological, and theoretical standpoints. 
However, viewed historically, second language writing has a short history as previously 
it was sub- merged into second language studies with L2 writing not given due emphasis. 
Before the 1940s, mainly Spanish speakers received education in ESL classrooms with 
almost negligible attention paid to ESL pedagogy and its further development. For 
English instruction and development of pedagogical materials for the Spanish learners of 
English, English Language Institute (ELI) was founded at the University of Michigan in 
1940 with Charles C. Fries as its director. Language theory of those times was grounded 
in scientific theory as defined by descriptive linguists like Bloomfield, Sweet, and Fries 
being himself a prominent linguist. These linguists favored audio-lingual approach to 
teaching ESL along with the phonological awareness of sound structures. Dominated by 
the behaviorist theory of language learning, it was believed that language learning was a 
habit formation activity and emphasized the mastery of oral proficiency than writing 
ability. Writing, therefore, assumed a secondary position and was marginalized in favor 
of spoken form. The curriculum developed at the Michigan ELI (English Language 
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Institute) reflected Sweet’s and Fries’s strong belief of applying descriptive linguistics in 
teaching language. (Allen, 1963).19 As a result, written discourse had no place in the 
instructional goals of the ELI.       
The ELI also provided a platform for teachers to specialize in teaching ESL courses thus, 
enhancing the professional development of teachers. However, teaching writing was not 
given much attention until after 1950s. It was only after World War II that the large 
number of international students began to enroll in the US higher institutions and 
universities that L2 writing instruction to non native speakers began to receive attention. 
Between 1940 and 1950, the number rose from 6, 570 to 29, 813 (IIE, 1961). Special 
freshman courses were developed for these non- native speakers who lacked L2 writing 
skills. The differences between native and non native learners of English became 
apparent and captured the attention of teachers and administrators who began to develop 
ways to teach writing to these international students. With this, teaching L2 writing 
became an important component in ESL studies which previously ignored it. Soon ESL 
writing pedagogy began to develop and the differences of teaching writing between 
native and non- native writers resulted in the establishment of the “disciplinary division 
of labor” between L1 and L2 composition classrooms. Thus, L2 writing came under ESL 
studies. Subsequently, it was realized that L2 writing should be taught by trained 
teachers who specialized in teaching L2 writing. TESOL (Teachers of English to 
Speakers of Other Languages) was founded to provide professional development of 
writing teachers where L2 writing teachers and composition scholars discussed various 
issues concerning the field.  
                                                             
19 Allen, H. B. (1963). English as a second language. Cited in Sebeok T. A. (Ed.) Current trends 
in linguistics: Linguistics in North America. The Hague: Mouton. Vol.10. pp.295- 320 
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Since then many L2 writing theories have been developed in ESL studies. In the 
beginning, the L2 writing pedagogy found guidance in the L1 composition studies which 
viewed writing prescriptively as a skill that could be acquired through the mastery of 
certain structures in a controlled environment. Guided by L1 composition ESL pedagogy 
focused on teaching writing at the level of sentence, thereby, focusing on grammar and 
structure of language. Then followed a number of different pedagogical approaches with 
different conceptions of the nature of writing like controlled composition, contrastive 
rhetoric, process approach, English for Academic Purposes (EAP) approach etc. 
2.1.1 Writing at the level of Sentence Structure 
Before the 1950s, ESL writing pedagogy followed the structural approach to writing 
focusing on teaching writing at the level of sentence. Thus, the mastery of the 
grammatical structure of the language was the aim of L2 writing instruction. L2 writing 
context applied an audio-lingual approach in teaching writing to non- native speakers. 
Dominated by the behaviorist view of teaching writing, it regarded writing as a habit 
formation activity to be taught in a controlled environment. Good writing was the result 
of internalizing certain fixed grammatical patterns and rules. Consequently, repetitions, 
rote memorization, and substitution exercises comprised classroom activities. Teachers 
controlled the entire writing class and no flexibility was provided to students in the 
teaching learning process. At the end of the course, the students were able to master the 
formal accuracy in writing.  
However, people like Edward Erazmus (1960)20 and Briere (1966)21 attempted to 
introduce free composition in ESL writing pedagogy i.e., writer- originated discourse to 
                                                             
20 Erazmus, E. (1960). Second language composition teaching at the intermediate level. 
Language Learning, 10, pp.  25-31. Cited in Kroll, B. (ed.) (1990). Second language writing: 
Research insights for the classroom. New York: Cambridge University Press. pp. 11- 23 
21 Briere, E. (1966). Quantity before quality in second language composition. Language 
Learning, 16, pp. 141-151. Cited in Kroll, B. (ed) (1990) Second language writing: Research 
insights for the classroom. New York: Cambridge University Press. pp. 11- 23 
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emphasize fluency in writing and give the charge of writing to students. But the view 
‘language as speech’ as advocated by the prescriptive behaviorist theory was so strong, 
at that time, that such attempts were rejected altogether. Linguists of those times instead 
preferred teaching writing through controlled composition. Pincas (1962: 185)22, for 
example, dismissed free composition believing it to be a “naive traditional view… in 
direct opposition to the expressed ideals of scientific habit- forming teaching methods.” 
Pincas (1962: 186)23 states further that “the reverence for original creativeness dies hard. 
People find it difficult to accept the fact that the use of language is the manipulation of 
fixed patterns; that these patterns are learned by imitation; and that not until they have 
been learned can originality occur in the manipulation of patterns or in the choice of 
variables within the patterns.”  
Dismissing free composition, writing at the level of sentence advocated controlled 
composition focusing on formal accuracy and correctness. Accordingly, students were 
not allowed to make errors which were considered as barriers to learning. Writing was 
not a vehicle of expression but was a mechanical skill. Therefore, Rivers (1968)24 
pointed out that writing was reduced as “the handmaid of the other skills” (listening, 
speaking, and reading) and one “which must not take precedence as a major skill to be 
developed”. It was to be “considered as a service activity rather than as an end in itself”.  
Providing little flexibility to students in writing, guided composition was introduced. 
Guided composition was not as fixed and rigid in its approach to teaching writing. Pincas 
                                                             
22 Pincas, A. (1962). Structural linguistics and systematic composition teaching to students of 
English as a second language. Language Learning, 12, pp.  185- 194  
23 Pincas, A. (1962). Structural linguistics and systematic composition teaching to students of 
English as a second language. Language Learning, 12,  pp. 185- 194  
24 Rivers, W. (1968). Teaching foreign language skills, in T. Silva (1990). Second language 
composition instruction: developments, issues, and directions in ESL. Cited in Kroll, B. (Ed.). 
Second language writing: Research insights for the classroom. New York: Cambridge University 
Press. pp. 11-23 
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(1982)25 defining guided composition states that, it “includes any writing for which 
students are given assistance such as a model to follow, a plan or outline to expand from, 
a partly- written version with indications of how to complete it, or pictures that show a 
new subject to write about in the same way as something that has been read”. The shift 
from controlled to guided composition paved the way for the progressive development of 
other pedagogies to explore writing through new perspectives. 
2.1.2 Current traditional rhetoric 
Current traditional rhetoric deals with writing at the level of discourse. This ESL 
pedagogy deals with writing beyond the grammatical structures and focuses on the 
logical organization of ideas in the form of a paragraph or an essay. In the late 1960s, a 
consciousness began to develop among the researchers that the discourse patterns of non- 
native speakers learning to write in English is different from native writers. This 
difference could be attributed to cultural factors of non native writers which are very 
different from native speakers. Writing is a culturally situated activity and the influence 
of culture on writing is inseparable. L2 writers, when learning to write in a new 
language, bring their knowledge of previous language which interferes with the smooth 
learning process leading to errors in writing. 
Kaplan’s (1966) pioneering research discussed the role of culture in writing who claimed 
that the discourse patterns of languages are different from each other. Kaplan (1967:15)26 
defined rhetoric as “the method of organizing syntactic units into larger patterns” and 
informed that ESL writers “employ a rhetoric and a sequence of thought which violate 
                                                             
25 Pincas, A. (1982). Teaching English writing, in P. K. Matsuda (2006). Second- language 
writing in the twentieth century: A situated historical perspective. Cited in Matsuda, P. K., 
Michelle Cox, Jay Jordon, and Christina Ortmeier-Hooper (Eds.). Second- language writing in 
the composition classroom: A critical sourcebook. Boston, New York: Bedford/St Martins  pp. 
14-30. 
26 Kaplan, R. (1967). Contrastive rhetoric and the teaching of composition. TESOL Quarterly, 1, 
pp.10- 16.  
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the expectations of the native reader” (1966)27. This may be the reason for the non- 
native writers written texts which may appear vague and unclear to native speakers. So, 
learning to write in L2 is not just mugging some grammatical rules or producing some 
chunks of written discourse but actually familiarizing with the values and culture of the 
target language which may be vastly different from the native culture.  
 Arapoff (1967: 33)28 recognized that Kaplan’s study changed the perspective towards 
writing as “much more than an orthographic symbolization of speech; it is, most 
importantly, a purposeful selection and organization of experience”. Kaplan’s research 
gave new initiatives to L2 researchers who began to analyze the written texts of different 
writers in various languages and compared it with the native writers’ texts.   
2.1.3 The Process Approach  
In the late 1970s, L1 composition instructors and theorists shifted their attention from the 
written products to the writing processes that shaped those texts. L2 composition, being 
influenced by L1 composition soon adapted this shift of attention in L2 writing theory. 
Researchers now began to investigate the process underlying the written discourse rather 
than the final product. Vivian Zamel (1976)29 was one of the proponents who   
introduced the concept of writing as process in L2 studies. Analyzing ESL writers’ 
writing processes, she found that advanced L2 writers employed strategies similar to L1 
writers.  
Unlike previous approaches, the cognitive or process approach gave autonomy to 
students by involving them into the actual writing process through various techniques 
such as brain- storming, peer feedback, self- assessment, revision, multiple drafting and 
teacher- student conferencing etc. The students, as a result, became active participants in 
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the composition classrooms and the role of teacher also changed from being a sole 
authority to a facilitator easing the learning process of the writers. Zamel (1983)30 
suggested that the process approach discovered writing as a “non- linear, exploratory, 
and generative process whereby writers discover and reformulate their ideas as they 
attempt to approximate meaning.” Soon L2 writing process was explored from various 
perspectives and the range of diversities between L1 and L2 writing became apparent. 
Differences between skilled and unskilled writers were also explored and studied to 
attain greater insights into the composing patterns of L2 writers. Two distinct views 
emerged in this pedagogy- an expressive and product- process approach. The expressive 
view gives value to the writer’s individual voice. Expressivists viewed writing as a 
personal and private endeavor. Writers express their personal feelings through diary 
writing and reflective journals. Writers put their feelings on paper without worrying for 
audience. Targeting individual development through self- detection, the expressivist 
trend concentrates on adequate writing procedures rather than on a final product             
(Elbow, 197331, 198132; Zamel, 198333). Whereas, product process approach focuses on 
appropriate written discourse that is the result of cognitive effort.  
The process approach advocated that ESL writing should put greater emphasis on 
learners’ ideas and creativity rather than on the teaching of grammar. Research on the 
writing process of L1 and L2 writers revealed mixed results. Findings by Zamel (1983) 
revealed similarities between the skilled L2 writers and native writers whereas Raimes’s 
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(1985)34 findings revealed differences in the writing processes of skilled L2 writers and 
native writers.  A study by Hirose and Sasaki (1994)35 found that experienced writers pay 
attention to macro (planning, organization) and micro (cohesion, vocabulary) levels 
when writing in L1 and L2. The process pedagogy was a breakthrough in ESL writing 
theory broadening the horizons of the researchers. However, like previous approaches it 
came under criticism. Firstly, although the writers’ writing processes are important, the 
intended audience for which it is written is not addressed. Separating writers with readers 
leaves writing as an isolated activity separating it with the context. Further, it does not 
take into account different genres of writing. Without the knowledge of genre, writers 
fail to work successfully in academic writing. For example, an argumentative essay 
requires the reader to take a stand, argue in favor or against it, provide evidence and 
support it with examples, illustrations, data and survey. Without such knowledge, the 
writer would end up in producing an abrupt or unorganized essay. After 2000, a more 
comprehensive approach to ESL pedagogy, i.e., post process began to develop. The post 
process recognizes the social context as an important component. Atkinson (2003)36 
states that in the post- process “we seek to highlight the rich, multifocal nature of the 
field” and “go beyond narrow traditional views of L2 writing research and teaching.”   
2.1.4 English for Academic Purposes 
The shortcomings of process approach led to the emergence of a theory of L2 writing 
that considered writing in its context. An alternative approach was proposed, i.e. English 
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for Academic Purposes. This approach emphasizes that writing is not done in a vacuum 
but is meant for specific readership in a context. In doing so, it recognized writing as a 
context specific activity meant for specific audiences. Unlike process approach, which 
overly focused on cognitive psychology ignoring context, audiences and different genres 
of writing, this pedagogy focused writers to function successfully through writing in real 
world academia. Horowitz (1986: 459)37 informs that while focusing on academic 
discourse genres, academic writing needs and tasks, the aim of this approach is to 
familiarize student with appropriate and suitable academic context ensuring that “student 
writing falls within… [the] range… of acceptable writing behaviors dictated by the 
academic community”.  Native English speaking academic audience should find the non- 
native written text as acceptable and appropriate to the context. Non- native writers 
should, therefore, adhere to acceptable writing behaviors. Silva (1990)38 summarizes that 
“from an English for academic purposes orientation, writing is the production of prose 
that will be acceptable at an American academic institution, and learning to write is part 
of becoming socialized to the academic community- finding out what is expected and 
trying to approximate it”. 
These developments indicate that second language writing research has emerged as a 
multidisciplinary field of inquiry that is complex and vast and open to inspections. 
Johnson and Roen (1989)39 pointed out  that a “broader, multidisciplinary base is 
important in examining issues in L2 writing” as “no single theory from a single 
discipline can account for the complex and interacting social, cultural, cognitive, and 
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linguistic processes involved”. Further Kroll (1990)40 explains that “for those engaged in 
teaching second language learners, what is needed is both a firm grounding in the 
theoretical issues of first and second language writing and an understanding of a broad 
range of pedagogical issues that shape classroom writing instruction.” Consequently, a 
large number of studies examining various aspects of L2 writing have grown 
substantially. Like L1 composition, second language writing research has increased in 
scholarship and has incorporated thoughtful insights and vast reserves of knowledge 
from various related fields, such as composition studies, applied linguistics, foreign 
language education, Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL), etc. 
This progressive development is paralleled with the establishment of various journals 
devoted exclusively to second language writing such as the Journal of Second Language 
Writing established in 1992. Tannacito (1995)41 mentioned that it signified “the maturing 
of scholarly communication in the field”. The journal provides the opportunities to L2 
specialists and instructors to discuss various theoretical, pedagogical, and 
methodological issues concerning L2 composition. Various textbooks and journals 
exclusive to second language writing have increased over the years. Monographs and 
bibliographies, especially annotated bibliographies have been compiled and published to 
provide a systematic historical background of the origin of L2 writing to novice 
researchers and a theoretical understanding on which to base their research. A Guide to 
Writing in English as a Second or Foreign Language: An Annotated Bibliography 
(Tannacito, 1995) published annotations of articles, books, and conference presentations 
that were published before 1994. An online bibliography focusing on teaching and 
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learning of writing in second languages other than English was developed by Polio and 
Mosele (1998)42. The first conference on second language writing, called Second 
Language Acquisition and Writing: A multi- disciplinary Approach was held in 1996 at 
the University of Southampton (United Kingdom). Archibald and Jeffrey (1997)43 
published papers presented at that conference. Additionally, first symposium on second 
language writing was held at Purdue University in 1998. Since then a number of 
conferences have been held at various universities at various points of time. Not only 
second language writing issues have been discussed in these specialized conferences 
devoted exclusively to serve the field but issues concerning second language studies 
have been widely discussed and argued in other related conferences such as the 
Conference on College Composition and Communication, American Association for 
Applied Linguistics, and Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages etc. 
Professional development opportunities have also increased over the years in L2 writing 
with special courses designed to train teachers for the teaching of ESL composition 
courses to non- native writers. Such attempts enable classroom teachers to update 
themselves with latest discoveries and developments in the field.  
However, as the field continues to expand, research has begun to look beyond 
international students at immigrant and refugee students in the US. Research on L2 
writing instruction outside the United States has increased. More contexts other than US 
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and more languages other than English need to be researched to enrich the scholarship in 
the field. Matsuda (2006)44 states that “for second- language writing instruction to be 
most effective in various disciplinary and institutional contexts, it needs to reflect the 
findings of studies conducted in a wide variety of instructional contexts as well as 
disciplinary perspectives.” 
2.2 The L2 writing Process 
Writing is a complex skill involving multiple strategies and complex processes to 
produce a text. The inquiry into the nature of writing led researchers to examine the 
composing processes of writers in their native language and in other languages known to 
them. The research has explored varied questions pertaining to the relationships between 
the English as a first and English as a Second Language. Research findings have revealed 
that the first language influences the composition in second language and that L2 writers 
consciously or unconsciously transfer their L1 writing strategies while writing in L2. 
Wang & Wen (2002)45 points out that writing in L2 is a challenging task “because L2 
writers have more than one language at their disposal.” 
The most common researched area in the field is the role or use of L1 in L2 writing.  L1 
plays an important role in L2 writing. L2 writers frequently switch to their L1 while 
writing in L2. This use of L1 either facilitates or hinders the L2 writing process 
depending on various variables and contexts in which the transfer has been made. 
L1 and L2 writing often exhibits similar composing processing patterns. Both L1 and L2 
writing processes are recursive in nature and require writers to plan and revise for idea 
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development and its appropriate expression (Silva 1993)46. L2 writers function like L1 
writers (Leeds 1996)47. Writing protocol studies reveal that L2 writers revert to their L1s 
while they compose in English (Leeds: 1996)48.  Berman (1994: 30)49 states that 
“writers’ thoughts are not tied to a particular language but are transferable across 
languages”. Planning patterns in L1 and L2 are found to be very similar (Armengol- 
Castells, 200150; Hirose & Sasaki, 199451), though only quality of planning, not the 
quantity being transferred to L2. Both L1 and L2 had similar level of abstraction of the 
planning process (Jones & Tetroe, 1987)52. No elaborate initial plans were made in L1 
and L2 writing (Kelly, 1986)53. 
Think- aloud data in Lay’s (1982) case study investigating the composing processes of 
Chinese ESL writers revealed that L1 use facilitated in developing a strong impression 
and association of ideas for the essay. In producing L2 compositions, Lay’s subjects 
relied on their L1 for varied purposes like idea generation, planning etc.  Lay’s study 
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(1982: 406)54revealed that, first, “when there are more native language switches 
(compared to the same essay without native language switches), the essays in this study 
were of better quality in terms of ideas, organization and details” also that, “certain 
topics induce more native language switches.”  
Likewise, Zamel’s (1983) study of six advanced ‘ESL’ students completing a course- 
related writing task revealed thoughtful insights into the L2 composing process. The 
holistic assessments of their writing by experienced readers identified four writers as 
skilled and two as unskilled writers. Zamel (1983)55 did not use ‘think- aloud’ data in her 
study to gather evidence of the writers’ processes as they write because “there is some 
doubt about the extent to which verbalizing aloud one’s thought while writing stimulates 
the real composing situation”. The results of her study revealed interesting findings. 
Firstly, the composing strategies of her skilled L2 writers were found similar to skilled 
L1 writers. In other words, skilled L2 writers composed like skilled L1 writers. Further, 
differences were found in the composing processes employed by skilled L2 writers and 
unskilled L2 writers. Like skilled L1 writers in Pianko’s (1979)56 and Sommers’s 
(1980)57 study, Zamel’s L2 skilled writers planned and revised in detail, gave priority to 
idea development, exhibited recursiveness in their writing process and edited at the end. 
However, the unskilled L2 writers planned and revised less, wrote short essays in length, 
had fewer ideas to incorporate and edited their work as they began to write. Zamel 
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(1983)58 investigating the influence of second language on the composing process in 
general found out that her subjects “did not view composing in a second language in and 
of itself [as] problematical” hence, indicating that writing in a second language did not 
affect the composing process in general. Zamel (1983)59 noted that unlike unskilled 
writers, skilled writers “clearly understand what writing entails.” L2 writers employ 
similar composing processes in L2 and L1; however, they reach goals with different 
efficiencies (Moragne de Silva, 1989)60 with L2 writers being less proficient compared to 
their L1 counterparts. Less skilled writers paused often to translate ideas into English 
while more skilled writers spent more time to refine English expression.  
Hall’s (1987)61 study dealt with the revision process of L2 writers. Having interviewed 
her four participants and followed by post- writing questionnaire, Hall analyzed the 
video tapes and multiple drafts and concluded that there exists a single system for 
revision across languages. Hall also discovered that L2 writers bring their L1 and L2 
experience and knowledge as they write in L2. Similarly, Brooks’s (1985)62 study of five 
unskilled college writers with different L1s found that those writers who were extensive 
readers and writers in their L1s easily transferred those competencies when composing in 
English, demonstrating “a sense of audience, a variety of composing strategies, and a 
fund of implicit models.”  
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 Arndt (1987)63 who studied the academic written texts of six Chinese subjects in both 
their L1 and L2 (English) concluded that “the composing strategies of each individual 
writer were found to remain consistent across languages.” Edelsky (1982)64 analyzed the 
written texts of Spanish ESL writers in Spanish and English. As Cahyono (2001)65 states, 
Edelsky’s (1982) findings suggested that “what a young writer knows about writing in 
the first language forms the basis of new hypotheses for writing in another language.” 
Furthermore, Edelsky claimed that L2 writers used certain L1 writing processes when 
writing in L2. Cumming (1989)66 investigated the writing processes of 23 Francophone 
students found that students constantly made switches from L2 to L1 when completing 
an L2 writing task. As Zhang (2008)67 informs learners employed L1 for various 
strategic purposes “to search out and to assess appropriate wording, to compare cross- 
linguistic equivalents, and, sometimes, to reason about linguistic choices in the L2.” 
Likewise, Roca et. al.’s (1999) study of five intermediate Spanish EFL writers revealed 
that these writers relied heavily on L1 as they composed in L2. Roca et al., (1999:27)68 
found that these L2 writers needed to “expand, elaborate, and rehearse ideas through 
their L1” and “produce the pretext in L1”  
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Wang & Wen (2002)69 found that L2 writers made use of both L1 and L2 composing 
processes for varied purposes. L2 writers controlled their writing processes, generated 
and organized ideas while relying on L1 while they switched to L2 for task- examining 
and text- generating activities. Their further investigation led them to suggest that low 
proficiency writers directly translated from L1 to L2 as they composed while advanced 
L2 writers were found to use their L1 strategically for planning and generating ideas, 
monitoring the writing process and searching for appropriate lexical equivalents. 
 L2 proficiency was a variable in determining the amount of L1 use in L2 writing. 
Numerous studies examining the role of L2 proficiency in L1 composing process have 
found mixed results (Sasaki & Hirose, 1996).70Some have found that L2 proficiency had 
no affect on L2 writing performance (e.g., Cumming, 199071; Jones & Tetroe, 198772; 
Raimes, 198573 and Zamel, 198274). Others revealed that L2 writing proficiency does 
influence writers’ L2 writing performance (e.g., Cumming, 198975; Pennington and So, 
199376 and Sasaki and Hirose, 199677). Wang’s (2003)78 study showed that “L2 
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proficiency determines the writer’s approaches to and qualities of thinking while 
composing in L2”. Wang (2003)79 further states that “more research needs to be done to 
show clearly whether L-S findings resulted from L2 proficiency or L1 writing expertise”. 
Woodall (2001) pointed out that there were more L1 switches by intermediate L2 
proficiency writers as compared to high L2 proficiency writers, depending on whether 
the writers’ L1 and L2 were cognate (Spanish/ French) or non- cognate (Japanese/ 
English). Woodall (2002)80  concluded that: 
“The duration of L-S appears to have been affected by a significant interaction of L2 
proficiency and language family. The intermediate level non- cognate learners tended to 
use their L1s more than four times longer than their advanced learner counterparts did. 
This was not true for cognate learners; in this group, the advanced students used their 
L1s nearly twice as did their intermediate- level counterparts.” 
 The results of the study conducted by Siti Hamin Stapa and Abdul Hameed Abdul Majid 
(2009: 46)81 on sixty lower proficiency level students revealed that “generating ideas 
using L1 among students with low English level proficiency helps them producing 
higher quantity of ideas compared to the use of L2 in generation of ideas.”  Likewise, 
Papamihiel (2001)82 claimed that the use of the L1 supported in the acquisition of the L2. 
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Cumming (1989)83 pointed out that improved L2 proficiency results in the production of 
more effective texts. Wen Yu Wang and Qi Fang Wen (2002)84 discovered that less 
proficient L2 writers overwhelmingly use their L1 to manage their writing processes, 
generate and organize ideas, however, as their proficiency develops, L1 use gets reduced, 
but the amount of L1 decline in individual activities differs. Studies also examined the 
role of tasks on L1 switches. For example, Qi’s (1998)85 study on a highly proficient 
Chinese English bilingual found out that tasks requiring high cognitive effort resulted in 
more L1 switches. More difficult L2 tasks required more cognitive effort, ESL learners 
made use of more of L1 in L2 writing. Kobayashi and Rinnert (1992) who analyzed the 
48 Japanese ESL students’ writing processes. The participants were asked how much 
Japanese they used in their minds while they wrote directly in English. Jun (2008)86, 
reported that “on average, 48% of the students reported using 50-75% Japanese, 27% of 
the students felt they used 25-50% Japanese, and 17% students reported using more than 
75% Japanese while only 8% reported using less than 25% Japanese.” Hence, L2 writers 
used L1 with different amounts. This difference can be attributed to the L2 proficiency 
level. That is, as proficiency in language increases, the amount of L1 use decreases as 
writers switch less to L1 and vice versa.   
Studies concerning L1 use in L2 writing process not only revealed striking similarities 
but researchers also noted some key differences in them. Most such studies found that L1 
use was a source of error and interfered in the L2 writing process which led some 
researchers to believe that L2 and L1 writing processes are different than similar to each 
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other (Grabe and Kaplan, 1996)87. In the words of Raimes (1985: 243)88, “all of us who 
have tried to write something in a second language … sense that the process of writing in 
an L2 is startlingly different from writing in our L1.” Further, Kroll (1990: 2)89 states 
that “it should not be presumed that the act of writing in one’s first language is the same 
as the act of writing in one’s second language.” Silva (1993: 669)90 stresses that “L2 
writing is strategically, rhetorically, and linguistically different in important ways from 
L1 writing.”  
It was Contrastive Analysis theory as represented by James (1980)91 which advocated 
that negative L1 transfer was more influential and causes interference in the L2 
composing process and the thinking pattern in L1 culture paradigm influenced the way 
L2 writers organized their written texts, so L1 influence should be reduced as much as 
possible (Kaplan, 1966)92. Language is closely tied to culture. So, the affect of culture in 
writing is inseparable. Non-native writers unconsciously transfer the discourse patterns 
they had mastered in their L1 in the L2 composing process. Their L2 writing is 
rhetorically and linguistically affected by native schemata that is vastly different from 
English speaking cultures and may not be considered as appropriate by native readers of 
their texts. Thus, writing in a second language is not the blind application of some newly 
learned linguistic rules but familiarizing oneself with the whole set of new social and 
                                                             
87 Grabe, W. and Kaplan, R. B. (1996). Theory and practice of writing. London: Longman. Cited 
in Littlecott, G. (n.d.) Second language composing, we would argue… is not a different animal 
from first language composing (Jones and Tetroe, 1987). This essay discusses the arguments for 
and against this claim. Available:  http://leo.aichi-
u.ac.jp/~goken/bulletin/pdfs/NO19/05GaryLittlecott.pdf. 
88 Raimes, A. (1985). What unskilled ESL students do as they write: A classroom study of 
composing. TESOL Quarterly, 19(2), pp. 229-258.  
89  Kroll, B. (Ed.) (1990). Second language writing: Research insights for the classroom. New 
York: Cambridge University Press. pp. 1- 5. 
90 Silva, T. (1993). Toward an understanding of the distinct nature of L2 writing: The ESL 
research and its implications. TESOL Quarterly, 27(4), pp. 657-677.  
91 James, C. (1980). Contrastive Analysis. New York: Longman. Cited in Huil, Y. (2010). The 
Role of L1 transfer on L2 and pedagogical implications. Canadian Social Science. 6 (3), pp. 97 – 
103. 
92 Kaplan, R. (1966). Cultural thought patterns in intercultural education. Language Learning, 16, 
pp. 1-20. Cited in Hyland, K. (2003). Second language writing. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
 35 
cultural values (Bells, 1995). Hence, L2 writers need to acquire the social and cultural 
knowledge of L2 contexts important in the acquisition of the L2 writing skills. This 
knowledge enable writers to gain insights of how and at what points does their native 
language differs from second or foreign language helping them to avoid transfer of L1 
discourse patterns as rooted in their native cultures. English speaking academic 
community assigns value to originality, coherence, critical thinking, logic of argument, 
individual voice and audience. These are fundamentally important for L2 writers in 
encountering the academic curriculum beyond the L2 writing classroom. 
The researchers interested in dealing with differences were sure that differences between 
languages caused difficulty, and difficulty caused errors in L2 learning and writing. 
More differences lead to more possibility of errors. English being a second language, L2 
writers are comparatively and naturally less fluent and efficient than native writers. Less 
exposure, limited linguistic knowledge and vocabulary, no or less previous contact with 
L2, native discourse patterns, attitude and motivation towards L2 writing, distance 
between the native language and L2 etc. are some factors that influence the L2 writers’ 
performances. L2 writing demands more effort from non- native writers who due to their 
limitations concentrate more on sentence construction at the expense of idea generation, 
planning, and goal setting.  
Not just there were differences in the L1 and L2 composing processes but differences 
also appeared in the written texts of L1 and L2 writers and of L2 writers writing in L1 
and L2. First of all, the L1 and L2 planning patterns exhibited differences. From a textual 
perspective, the number of goals generated in the L2 seemed to decrease (Skibniewski, 
1988)93 with more attention paid to morpho- syntactic and lexical levels than to the 
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rhetorical and textual concerns of the composing process (Whalen & Menard, 1995)94. 
Besides, L2 texts incorporated less ideas than the writers actually planned in the L2 task 
inspite of the similar level of abstraction of plans across languages (Jones and Tetroe, 
1987)95. L2 writers often find it difficult to use appropriate L2 expression for the ideas 
generated during the planning process resulting in the ‘reduction’ of plans actually 
planned.  
Differences in the revision patterns were also noted. Writers revised their L2 written 
texts differently than their L1. Writers generally revise more in the L2 to confirm that 
their texts reflect their writing goals, or because writers lack familiarity with the L2 
writing material leading them to revise more. 
Additionally, the lack of command in L2 writing skills resulted in the production of 
fewer drafts by L2 writers and less editing as compared to their L1 counterparts (Raimes, 
1985)96. L2 writers tended to use more clauses than L1 writers (Hu et. al., 1982)97. 
Writers could not be classified as skilled or unskilled depending on the number of 
clauses used in the written text (Kameen, 1980)98. 
Connectors were used more by L2 writers than L1 writers; L2 writers overused some 
connectors and underused others (Granger & Tyson, 1996)99. Errors in the use of 
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connectors resulted in problems. L2 writers faced difficulty in encoding relationships 
between rhetorical elements (Pelsmaekers et al., (1998)100 which stemmed from errors in 
the use of connectors. 
Regarding sentence complexity, L2 writers reportedly used simpler sentences (Hu et al., 
1982101; Huie & Yahya, 2003)102. L1 and L2 writers demonstrated similar sentence 
complexity (M. Lee, 2003)103, however, in one case, L1 sentences were more complex 
than sentences produced in L2 (Khuwaileh & Al Shoumali, 2000)104. L2 learners 
demonstrated greater sentence complexity in writing than in speech (Wald, 1987)105. 
With reference to passives, improved writing ability was associated with more use of 
passives in L2 written texts (Ferris, 1994)106. Skilled L2 writers made more use of 
passives as opposed to unskilled L2 writers (Kameen, 1980)107. In a study by Hinkel 
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(2002), L2 writers made use of fewer passives than did L1 writers. However, Hinkel’s 
(1997) study revealed that L2 writers reportedly used more passives.  
Frequent verb tense errors occurred in L2 texts (Bryant, 1984)108. Less verb tense errors 
occurred in L1 texts (Benson et al., 1992)109, with fewer variations on the use of present 
tense (Reynolds, 2005)110. L2 writers used inappropriate verb forms as grammar errors 
(Ghrib- Maamouri, 2001)111. 
Writers incorporated fewer nouns while writing in L2 than they did in L1 (Lanauze & 
Snow, 1989)112. More nouns were incorporated with the increase in the writing level 
(Grant & Ginther, 2000)113 and grade level (Yau & Belanger, 1985)114. 
Studies on punctuation revealed interesting results as well. One study on the use of 
punctuation by adults reported that L1 writers made more errors in punctuation as 
compared to L2 writers (Hu et al., 1982)115. Another claimed that basic L1 and L2 
writers used similar punctuation patterns (Benson et al., 1992)116.  
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L2 writers were not as sensitive to audience as the L1 writers (Johnson, D. 1992)117. 
More advanced L2 writers modified their content and presented stronger and weaker 
opinions keeping in mind the intended reader. Less advanced L2 writers showed less 
concern with audience. 
The above review is a brief insight into the research in second language writing process. 
It is clear that the studies and research till date have focused on the similarities between 
L1 and L2 writing process. Although it is clear that composing in L2 writing is similar as 
composing in L1. However, it is not exactly the same as unlike the L1 writer, L2 writer 
has two languages at his disposal. To enhance the understanding in the field, it is 
recommended that the researchers should focus on the differences rather than the 
similarities. Further, as the two languages have different set of strategies and patterns, 
blind implication of L1 writing models in a L2 writing classroom is a great blunder. 
Therefore, the differences have to be recognized and respected to explore better ways of 
teaching and research.  
2.3 The Cognitive Approach to Writing 
2.3.1 Writing as a process 
Vivian Zamel (1976) was one of the proponents to introduce the notion of writing as a 
process to second language context. She emphasized that pedagogy rooted in the process 
writing would benefit the second language learners. The process approach to writing 
instruction has gained enormous support and popularity during the past two decades in 
the English academic community in many western universities. The process approach to 
writing recognizes writing as a complex process which extends itself in various ways 
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facilitating preparations, drafting, revising, editing and planning in a non- linear 
recursive manner. The failure of the product approach in the teaching of writing both to 
native English speakers and to ESL students lead to the birth of new, comprehensive, 
learner-centered approach to teaching writing i.e. the process approach. Unlike the 
product approach, which restricted students’ freedom in actively participating in the 
learning process, the process approach liberated the learners in becoming autonomous 
and taking charge of their own work, making them the owners and creators of their 
writing rather than mere passive recipients in the writing classroom. 
Many features distinguished both approaches to teaching writing. The product approach 
which preceded the process approach unduly over emphasized the mastery of 
grammatical and syntactical structures and advocated imitating models. In doing so, it 
overemphasized “correctness” and form of the finished product. Moreover, neglecting 
audiences as an important element, it diminishes writing as a purposeless activity which 
can be carried out through repetition and imitation. Rooted in behaviorist theory of 
learning, writing was viewed as a habit- formation activity not going beyond sentence 
and paragraph level. Form was more important than content and errors were discouraged. 
Richards and Rogers (1986)118 states that “good habits are formed by giving a correct 
response rather than making mistakes.” Pincas (1962: 185-86)119 informed that “The 
learner is not allowed to ‘create’ in the target language at all… [T]he use of language is 
the manipulation of fixed patterns; those patterns are learned by imitation; and … not 
until they have been learned can originality occur…” Students accordingly were not 
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meaningfully involved in the writing endeavor and as Silva (1990: 13)120 explains that 
the act of writing was reduced as “an exercise in habit formation” resulting in “mindless 
copies of a particular organizational plan or style” (Eschholz 1980)121. Product- oriented 
approach to writing instruction strongly advocates the use of a model approach in writing 
classrooms. Mindless, repetitive mimicking of these models leaves the students 
powerless and paralyses them. White (1988)122 defines these models as “too long and too 
remote from student (writers’) own writing problems.” Ignoring the process, the finished 
product gets priority. Moreover, style is sacrificed over form of the written product. 
Eschholz (1980)123 puts it in this way “By studying forms and organizational patterns 
first students come to see form as a mould into which content is somehow poured… 
[S]tudents have no commitment to what they are writing, and care only for how they 
write it.” Flower and Hayes (1977)124 were dissatisfied with the modeling as a problem- 
solving technique and asserted that “… we help our students analyze the product, but we 
leave the process of writing up to inspiration”. Eschholz (1980)125 viewed model based 
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approach as to be “stullifying and inhibiting rather than empowering and liberating”. 
Watson (1982: 9)126 further adds that the classic ‘product approach’ to writing involved 
students more or less copying or manipulating the model in various ways: turning 
declaratives into interrogatives, for example. As a result, not only is the language 
produced patently inauthentic, but ‘the risk of boredom is great’.  
The teacher dictates much of the classroom activities and is the sole authority correcting 
students’ work.  There is no flexibility in the way students worked. Johns (1997: 7)127 
gives the portrait of such a classroom where “the learner is a passive recipient of expert 
knowledge and direction. Not surprisingly, the role of the teacher is that of expert and 
authority, the person who directs all students learning for traditional theories, language 
and textual forms are central”.  
In sharp contrast, process oriented approach views writing as a thinking activity which 
involves writers making choices and decisions reflecting on the ownership of their work. 
Thinking is central to learning to write. In fact, writing and thinking are inter woven. 
Writing is a non- linear, recursive, developmental process that engages the writer in 
creating meaning. The process approach to writing gives writers the autonomy to make 
choices as they write and focuses upon the awareness of what writers actually do. Unlike 
its precedent which overly concerns itself with the mechanical aspects of writing, this 
approach requires writers to think of such elements as purpose, audience, experience, 
meaning, voice in making informed choices and sound decisions in communicating. 
Fluency, creation of meaning, expression of thought, and communication are important 
concerns of this approach to teaching pedagogy. Therefore, what is written is more 
important than how it is written. Writing is a purposeful activity during which ideas are 
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developed and formulated in writing. Writing as a process involves many fluid and 
overlapping stages like pre- writing, rewriting, revising and publishing. The writer not 
only writes meaningfully but also organizes his ideas into coherent and logical forms. 
Writing is not isolated from other communication skills but integrates itself with 
speaking, listening, and reading.   
The process approach empowers its students by involving them into whole writing 
process from start to end. The activities associated with such an approach like group 
discussion, peer- editing, brain storming, clustering, etc. requires students to actively 
participate in the composition classroom. Errors are tolerated or ignored and students are 
not penalized for the mistakes that they commit as they learn to write. Errors are not seen 
as hindrance to learning but they point out the efforts the students make in learning to 
write along with informing teachers with the areas of weaknesses that they need to focus. 
Accordingly, with such change in attitude and practices, teachers’ role also transforms 
from being an authoritative figure to a guide facilitating the writing process for the 
student- writers providing them timely and formative feedback during the process of 
each students’ composition. The teacher not only corrects and rates the students finished 
products but also becomes a concerned reader assisting, conferencing and interviewing 
students each time they find something difficult. The teachers positively respond to 
students’ work in the form of marginal and end comments. The process approach to 
writing provides positive environment in which students collaborate and cooperate 
willingly. In this way, writing becomes much of an interaction and builds on a positive 
attitude in students. Flower and Hayes (1981)128 states that writing is best understood as 
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“a set of distinctive thinking process which writers organize or orchestrate during the act 
of writing.”  
 Importantly, the students are taught to write for an audience: who is he writing for? 
What is important for the reader to know? The students are free to choose their own 
topics and genre, bring in their own experiences and observations in the writing 
assignments.  
The EAP literature advocates the application of the process approach owing to its 
recursiveness and cyclical nature that the writers employ as they compose in which 
writers constantly plan (pre-write),  and revise (re- write) while they write. Planning   
being a distinct thinking process is used by the writer over and over again during 
composition. After planning, ‘good writers’, according to White (1988)129, write their 
first draft without worrying about detail and accuracy. After the first draft is written, 
students read it for fluency and meaning before rewriting their papers.  
Therefore, research has changed its gears and focuses more on process than on product, 
more on composing than on composition. The process approach emphasizes the 
cognitive processes that writers employ as they compose a text. Two different trends 
emerged within the process movement, each trend defining the process in its own way: 
the expressivist and the cognitivist (Faigley, 1986). The expressivist view writing as a 
personal endeavor in which the writer freely expresses his/her feeling without worrying 
about the form. For the cognitivist, writing is a refined skill which is acquired in the later 
stages of the process of learning. It concerns itself with the study and investigation of the 
mental operations that writers make use of in order to generate, express and refine ideas 
for the text production.  
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Second language learners are very different than native English speakers. To begin with, 
they already have their mother tongue at their disposal. They come from different 
educational backgrounds, social classes, speak different languages, have different 
literacy skills in their first language, and have varied contact with and exposure to 
English etc. Characteristically, the process approach is ideally suited to the second 
language learner as it integrates other important skills with it and accommodates a 
number of variables in it making it a dynamic teaching pedagogy.       
2.3.2 Stages in Writing Process 
Describing the stages of the writing process, Gardner and Johnson (1997)130 writes: 
“Writing is a fluid process created by writers as they work. Accomplished writers move 
back and forth between the stages of the process, both consciously and unconsciously. 
Young writers, however, benefit from the structure and security of following the writing 
process in their writing”. 
There are three stages to process writing which the writer may use in a non-linear 
manner: 
STAGE 1: Prewriting 
Pre- writing stage is the most important stage in which the writer draws a rough plan on 
which he shapes his draft. Most of the ideas are created, discovered, and developed in the 
pre- writing stage. The teacher assists the students in collecting all the prior memories, 
experiences, observations, and interactions that can help him to identify, develop ideas 
and ease his thinking process. The teacher may assist students to free write or to discuss 
in groups or may give students some brainstorming exercises to motivate them and 
trigger their thinking. Ideas keep flowing into the writers’ mind. 
2.3.2.1 Pre Writing Techniques 
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A number of techniques and ways correspond to each stage to nurture the writing skills 
in students and develop them as good writers. Below are mentioned some of the pre 
writing techniques for thinking and planning activities. 
2.3.2.1.a Free writing 
Free writing is a great technique to generate ideas without stopping to correct mistakes or 
errors. Here, the writer is in the state of “stream of consciousness” and his sole purpose 
is to write for himself without being concerned with any other thing. Free writing as 
defined by Tucker and Costello (1985)131 is “non- stop writing” that “can be compared to 
warm up exercises athletes do before a competition” and that free writing’s “purpose is 
to loosen up the muscles of your brain, while encouraging you to relax and to see that 
writing is a process that includes many stages”. Chastain (1988)132 points out that “the 
goal of free writing is to write. The writer should entirely concentrate on the creative 
process. He should not even consider criticizing what he is saying because criticism 
hinders the flow of ideas and results in hesitation and blockage of ideas. Free writing 
stimulates the flow of thought and encourages it to continue uninterrupted”.  
Elbow (1981: 13)133 appreciating free writing mentions that “free writing is the best way 
to learn… to separate the producing process from the revision process” and further 
elaborates that “free writing is the easiest way to get words on paper”, where the writer 
writes for five to ten minutes.  
2.3.2.1.b Brainstorming 
Teacher assists students to brain storm as many ideas as possible within a short time 
period. Unlike free writing, this is personal and meant for the writer himself/ herself, the 
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teacher brainstorms with students to generate quality and creative ideas using which the 
writer writes his/ her draft. Raimes (1983)134 informs that “Brainstorming can be done 
out aloud in a class or a group, or individually on a paper”.  Messenger and Taylor 
(1989)135 adds that “Even just two or three people bouncing ideas off one another can 
generate an astonishing amount of material in short time”. The teacher stimulates 
students’ thinking using some leading questions about the concerned topic. Like free 
writing it is an apt technique to keep ideas flowing without being concerned about 
organization or grammar. Not only does it ease idea development but also breakdown 
mental blocks and barriers to thinking resulting in some really useful chain of ideas 
woven by each student participant. In this way, students collaborate as they write and 
writing becomes a thinking activity granting ownership to each student and making 
writing a joint venture. Brain storming can take many forms: 
2.3.2.1.c Bubbling 
A great technique for visual learners in which a word or a phrase is picked from the topic 
and ideas are generated. The teacher puts the phrase in a circle and soon related ideas 
began to generate. For example, the topic “Harmful effects of video games” can be 
explored using the technique of bubbling. 
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Soon, multiple circles are drawn containing varied ideas produced during the discussion 
radiating from the main circle. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Bubbling diagram on the topic “Harmful effects of video games.” 
And so on. Not only helpful for generating ideas, bubble “maps” helps in organizing 
ideas as well, because things that should be linked together in the paper will be linked on 
the bubble map. 
2.3.2.1.d Clustering 
Very similar to bubbling, Pica (1986)136 defines clustering as “non- linear brain storming 
process that generate ideas, images and feelings around a stimulus word until a pattern 
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becomes discernible”. The main idea is written on the centre of the page and the 
associated ideas are arranged around the first word. 
2.3.2.1.e Looping 
Looping is another great technique which student writer uses to generate ideas and 
resembles much free writing. Like free writing, the student- writer rapidly and freely 
writes on a given or chosen topic for five to ten minutes ignoring grammaticality or 
accuracy. After authentic free writing, he/she reads the finished product, underlining 
important points in his/her writing.  
After the main or controlling statement is derived, student- writer repeats the same 
process- this time expanding the new concise controlling statement. Following the 
similar process, many loops can be formed resulting in new important controlling ideas 
and its elaborations. Spack (1984: 656)137 defines loop writing as an “invention 
technique” in which the writer abides by “a non-stop writing in the absence of self 
censorship”. 
STAGE 2: Drafting 
After the students have generated sufficient ideas in the pre-writing stage, they set to 
write their draft using some of the ideas, languages and structures generated during the 
pre- writing activities. The first draft does not necessarily need to be perfect and that its’ 
purpose is to get words on paper without worrying much about form. Spellings and 
grammatical accuracy are not paid much attention. Students may add or delete a certain 
sentence or idea, refine or modify the existing ones or they may stop to change the order 
of their main support or rearrange their ideas in a new way. However, the writing process 
being recursive, student-writers may explore and discover new ideas- thus re- engaging 
in pre- writing. The focus of the drafting stage is to concentrate on meaning. 
                                                             
137 Spack, R. (1984). Invention strategies and the ESL composition student. TESOL  Quarterly, 
18, pp.  649- 670.  
 
 50 
Organization or mechanics are taken care of once the meaning or content are clear. The 
writer checks to see whether the ideas are coherent, all the necessary details have been 
included, the major point is efficiently supported by the minor ones etc. Hence, the first 
draft is not the final draft and this takes us to the third stage of the writing process. 
STAGE 3: Revising/ editing and proof reading 
After writing the first draft, the writer reads it for revision, proof reading and editing. 
This stage is primarily devoted to check the quality of the finished product. In other 
words, the form of the finished product is focused and formal accuracy, organization, 
and mechanics are the areas that are dealt with. Teachers help students with revision and 
proof reading and may also give organizational advice. 
There is a difference between revision and editing. Whereas revision is done at the level 
of ideas to see “what you write”, proof reading, on the other hand, confirms the 
grammatical accuracy, i.e., “how you write”. Students edit/ revise for ideas, content, 
logical unity, coherence and organization, introductory and ending sentences. Students 
proof read for spelling, punctuation, capitalization, lack of parallelism, flaws in the style 
(formal/ informal), structure and grammar mistakes etc. Students may exchange their 
drafts with that of their peers. Students should be provided with a self- assessment 
checklist on which they can read and analyze their written work.  
2.3.3 Models of the Process Approach to Writing 
Second language writing research and theory has derived valuable insights from first 
language context. The writing models developed in L1 contexts have been extremely 
useful to L2 researchers attempting to explain the cognitive processes employed by 
second language learners in arriving at the finished product. These L1 models do not 
exactly measure the complex cognitive processes that the writers employ but they do 
give an accurate picture of students’ mind as they write. These models describe the 
cognitive processes employed by writers, sources of knowledge that the writers bring in 
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to incorporate in their writing, and the factors influencing the writing process. These 
models clearly distinguish between the types of writing that expert and novices produces. 
They employ methods such as think-aloud protocols, and retrospective interviews to 
indicate that good writers extensively plan and revise their work whereas weak writers 
are busy with the surface features of the text such as grammatical forms and structures. 
Expert writers know that their writing is meant for a particular readership. They are 
aware of their audience expectations and needs in trying to adjust their writing according 
to their mental level. Besides, they take care of the logical organization of their work.  
2.3.3.a Hayes and Flower (1981) 
A model that exerted influence in L1 writing context was that of Hayes and Flower 
(1981) model. Hayes and Flower’s model focuses on what writers do as they compose. 
Hayes and Flower’s model explained the writing process in terms of the task 
environment, the writer’s long term memory, and a number of cognitive activities like 
planning, translating, reviewing etc. to drive the individual’s writing process. The task 
environment comprised the writing assignment and the text produced so far. The writer’s 
long term memory included knowledge of the topic, knowledge of audience and stored 
writing plans. 
The Hayes- Flower model revealed the fact that writing is not a linear process but 
recursive in nature and does not necessarily use the writing process in a linear way but 
move back and forth to produce a written text. Hence, an inquiry into the writing process 
can develop the pedagogy rather than providing models of rhetorical forms to imitate and 
follow a particular structure. However, it lacks explanatory power. It does not recognize 
cross- cultural differences and socio- cultural factors that influence written language 
(Kern, 2000). Unlike native speakers who are more fluent and familiar with the 
conventions of expository discourse (Kogen, 1986), L2 writers struggle in the process of 
acquiring these conventions and need more instruction and practice about the language.  
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(Source: Weigle, 2002:24). 
2.3.3.b Hayes (1996) 
Hayes (1996) model is an extention of the Hayes and Flower (1981) model. Hayes 
(1996) model takes into account the complexities involved in the writing process. 
Accordingly, Hayes (1996) model divides the writing process into two main parts: the 
task environment and the individual. The task environment, further, comprises the social 
environment and the physical environment. The social environment includes the 
audience (real or imagined) for one’s writing, as well as any collaborators in the writing 
process. The physical environment, on the other hand, comprises the text written so far, 
along with the composing medium, i.e., hand writing or word processing. The individual 
part being the central focus of the Hayes model consists of the four components each 
interacting with each other. These four components are the working memory, motivation 
and affect, cognitive processes, and long- term memory. Working memory includes the 
phonological memory storing auditory/ verbal information along with the visual/ spatial 
sketchpad, storing the visuals or spatially coded information as written words or graphs, 
and a semantic memory storing conceptual information. Hayes model recognizes the 
importance of motivation and affect in accelerating the writing process. Hence, 
motivation and affect inspires goals, predispositions, beliefs and attitudes, cost/benefit 
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estimates influencing the way the writer perceives the writing task. The cognitive 
processes in the Hayes model comprise the text interpretation, reflection, and text 
production. Writers interpret text through listening, reading, and scanning graphics 
thereby, creating internal representations using linguistic and graphic input. Reflection 
enables the writers to create new internal representations from existing internal 
representations. The writer produces new linguistic or graphic output from internal 
representations in the text production process. Using all the three processes, not only one 
creates a draft but also revises one’s writing as well.  Long- term memory- the fourth 
individual aspect stores the relevant task information and knowledge. Long- term 
memory includes task schemas, topic knowledge, audience knowledge, linguistic 
knowledge, and genre knowledge. Hayes (1996)138 defines task schemas as “packages of 
information stored in long- term memory that specify how to carry out a particular task”. 
The individual student should have some topic knowledge to write about. Knowledge of 
the audience would pertain to considering many social and cultural issues. Linguistic 
knowledge includes the knowledge of the language forms and structures that the writer 
uses to accomplish the writing process. Finally, genre knowledge consists of the 
knowledge about socially and culturally appropriate forms that the writer uses in 
particular situations for a given purpose. However, this model has certain limitations as 
well. First of all, it does recognize that writing is a social act; it does not specifically 
define the situational variables involved in writing. It merely lists audiences and 
collaborators rather in a vague manner. That is, how social factors influences writing are 
not explained in detail. Further, it pays little attention to linguistic knowledge. Linguistic 
or language knowledge is essential in developing L2 proficiency, ignoring it becomes a 
key shortcoming of the Hayes (1996) model.  
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(Source: Weigle, 2002:26).  
2.3.3.c Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) 
Another influential and more developed model is that of Bereiter and Scardamalia 
(1987).They draw a two- model description of writing thus defining and differentiating 
between knowledge telling and knowledge transforming processes. According to 
Bereiter and Scardamalia, the novice writers follow a simple writing process often 
resembling to the spoken form of language which is so ‘natural’ and unproblematic to 
any native speaker. The knowledge telling model involves little revision and planning. 
Beginning writers find it difficult to plan, generate content and revise their work. In 
order to generate sufficient content, the beginning writers rely on three sources of input 
to ease and facilitate the writing process. The first input to drive the content is the topic 
of the assignment itself. Next is the writer’s discourse schema which enables the writer 
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to choose the appropriate forms of writing needed to respond a given writing assignment. 
Finally, the writer uses the text produced so far to reflect on his work and generate 
adequate response to reach a given target. Thus, knowledge telling follows the straight 
ahead form of ordinary speech production and does not require any greater amount of 
planning or goal setting than does every day conversation. 
 
(Source: Weigle, 2002:33). 
The model of knowledge telling process as followed by the unskilled writers is simple to 
draw and understand. Here, the writer draws the mental representation of the writing 
assignment uses content knowledge and discourse knowledge. Topic and genre 
identifiers search relevant content necessary for the writing task. The searched content if 
found appropriate and suitable is accepted and written down. This way the content is 
generated regularly by making use of the text written so far in order to probe the working 
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memory. The process repeats itself and ends till the writer’s working memory are 
exhausted and the writer cannot generate any new content. The quote from a 12- year old 
is provided by Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987)139 to describe the process: 
“I have a whole bunch of ideas and write down until my supply of ideas is exhausted. 
Then I might try to think of more ideas up to the point when you can’t get any more 
ideas that are worth putting down on paper and then I would end it.” 
Different to ‘natural’ and ‘simple’ knowledge- telling process, the knowledge 
transformation involves a great deal of cognitive effort and requires much practice on the 
part of the writer. This process being complicated, demands effort and expertise in 
completing a task of writing. Expert writers usually involved in such processes and 
revise and plan extensively both at the local and global level. In this manner, it 
incorporates the knowledge-telling process with it. In this process, writing creates new 
knowledge and thus facilitates the writing process. The knowledge transformation model 
opens up the idea of multiple processing which is revealed through writing tasks that 
vary in processing complexity. Bereiter and Scardamalia’s (1987)140 research on 
graduate students led to the observation that the students “generated goals for their 
compositions and engaged in problem solving involving structure and gist as well as 
verbatim representations.” Moreover, Bereiter and Scardamaila (1987)141 criticized 
formal schooling that encourages the more passive kind of cognition by “continually 
telling students what to do,” instead of encouraging them “to follow their spontaneous 
interests and impulses… and assume responsibility for what becomes of their minds” 
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It is evident from the diagram that in the beginning the writer analyses the problem and 
sets goals for his task. The problems are solved in the two domains, called the content 
problem space and the rhetorical problem space. The content problem space searches 
memory for content relevant to the topic while the rhetorical problem space takes care of 
the forms of writing necessary to complete an assignment. Thus, Bereiter and 
Scardamalia (1987)142 describe the complete process as ‘a two-way interaction between 
continuously developing knowledge and continuously developing text’. Once the content 
and rhetorical problems are solved, the knowledge- telling process is used for composing 
the actual text. 
 
(Source: Weigle, 2002: 34) 
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Bereiter and Scardamalia’s (1987) two- model process is appreciated widely and largely 
accepted by researchers and scholars. First of all, it provides a satisfactory explanation of 
the complex process of expert writers thus drawing the distinction between the thought 
processes of skilled and unskilled writers. Even skilled writers face difficulty in 
comprehending a task of writing. This mostly happens if the task requires more 
information processing and the writer is inexperienced in a particular genre. Also, it 
gives a hierarchical account of the processing involved while writing. Besides this, it is 
also based on hypothesized empirical evidence collected through techniques like 
retrospective interviews, think- aloud protocols and questionnaires.  
Complete in many respects, this model too suffers from certain limitations. Like other 
models, this model lacks the explanatory power in that it does not explain how and when 
the writers move from knowledge telling to knowledge transforming phase in a writing 
process. Moreover, it does not give an account of the hierarchy of process models for 
writing nor any extensive research has been done on the task types that specifically 
engage one processing model or other setting further limitations to the much 
recommended model (Grabe and Kaplan, 1996).  
2.3.4 Advantages of the Process Approach to Writing 
The process writing approach offers several important advantages in a composition 
classroom. Some of them are as follows: 
1. Process approach emphasizes on function rather than form. Meaning or creation of 
meaning is more important rather than surface structures. In doing so, it focuses on what 
students write rather than how they write it. 
2. Process approach offers a more comprehensive view of writing that is more close to the 
real world. Writing is not a purposeless activity but it actually communicates ideas, 
feelings, opinions and experiences. Process approach reflects the real essence of writing.  
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3. Following process approach in the writing classroom makes students smarter. Writing is 
not taught as a separate isolated activity but is integrated efficiently with other skills 
where students read each other’s work, discuss in groups, and exchange ideas with their 
partners. 
4. Process approach improvises on the roles of teachers and learners. Teachers’ role 
transforms from that of a marker to the reader focusing more on content than on form. 
Teachers become the facilitators and torch bearers guiding students to produce effective 
texts. Students, on the other hand, concentrate on meaningful content of their writing and 
constantly re-plan, re-write, and re-edit it. The classroom thus becomes a learner 
centered place. 
5. Process approach provides students with constant and regular feedback. Formative in 
nature, it is mostly given in between drafts as students keep writing. Further, students are 
encouraged to become readers and critics of their writing and participate in the 
assessment of their own work. Accordingly, students exchange their compositions with 
peers. Students edit and proofread their own work reflecting on their weaknesses and 
overcoming them. It respects the writer’s creativity and autonomy in the expression of 
thoughts, moods and knowledge. 
6. Students are taught to write for a specific audience in the process writing classrooms. 
James (1993)143 suggests that the process approach promotes individual awareness in 
which the writer feels his responsibility to be a part of the actual writing process through 
pair or group discussion in “working one’s way to a written product that is to be made 
acceptable to the new (or newly re-entered) discourse community”. 
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academic essays, in G. M. Blue (ed.). Language, learning and success: studying through English. 
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2.3.5 Shortcomings of the Writing Process Approach 
Many controversies surround the process approach to writing. 
1. Students are required to write several drafts before they actually produce the finished 
product. Writing and re-writing may cause frustration and boredom among students. 
Therefore, teachers should set up supportive environment and be patient. 
2. Process approach focuses less on accuracy. It gives minimal treatment to accuracy, i.e., 
grammar and structure. 
3. Writing and teaching of writing can overburden the teacher who already has a lot of 
assignments on her desk for evaluations. Moreover, a teacher needs to organize the 
lessons efficiently to train students in different stages of the writing process. For this, a 
teacher needs to introduce a variety of activities for each stage and set clear objectives. 
Her responsibility does not end with it. She has to tolerate, bear patiently and tactfully a 
lot of bad writing that students generate in order to teach them the essentials of good 
writing. 
4. Further, the process writing approach overemphasizes the cognitive aspect of the writer, 
i.e. individual student’s psychological functioning. In doing so, it neglects the relevant 
demands of the real academic world as process writing classrooms bear little 
resemblance to the situations in which [a student’s writing] will eventually be exercised. 
Such an approach poses serious problems in an EAP type of teaching where the writing 
is source- based, examinable and fiercely time- constrained. 
5. Besides, it gives less attention to genre knowledge. Swales (1990)144 assert that process 
approach overemphasizes “the cognitive relationship between the writer and the writer’s 
internal world.” It results in a failure to look into the social nature of writing which 
enables them to construct the different kinds of texts they have to write.  
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CHAPTER THREE 
ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION 
 
3.1 Assessment  
Evangeline Harris Stefanakis (2002: 9)145 gives the root source of assessment in the 
following words, “The word ‘assess’ comes from the Latin ‘assidere’, which means to sit 
beside. Literally then, to assess means to sit beside the learner.” Basically, assessment is 
the process of gathering meaningful information about the students’ level of performance 
to inform teaching and learning. Assessment is directly related to teaching and learning 
cycle in a language classroom. Assessment regulates curriculum and instruction. 
Assessment, therefore, has a direct impact on students’ learning outcomes and should be 
carefully designed and planned to yield rich dividends to the educational system at 
individual and collective level. Defining the usefulness of assessment, Chris Rust (2002: 
1)146 states “Assessment plays a crucial role in the educational process: it determines 
much of the work students undertake (possibly all in the case of the most strategic 
student), affects their approach to learning and, it can be argued, is an indication of 
which aspects of the course are valued most highly.” 
Recurring on a regular basis, ongoing evaluation, provision of regular and constructive 
feedback, diagnosing areas of weaknesses, often informal and involving students in the 
assessment process since beginning through self assessments and peer review, and 
informing teaching and learning etc. are some of the prominent features of assessment in 
a language classroom. 
 
                                                             
145 Stefanakis, E. (2002). Multiple intelligences and portfolios. Portsmouth: Heinemann. 
Retrieved from google.com/site/assess4learning/assessment.defined. 
146 Rust, C. (2002). Purposes and principles of assessment. Learning and Teaching Briefing 
papers Series. Oxford Centre for Staff and Learning Development OCSLD.. pp. 1- 4. 
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3.1.1 Stages in Assessment 
Assessment can be carried out in three stages: 
Stage 1: Decide what skills should be assessed 
Decide the skills and abilities that students should be able to demonstrate. Language 
teachers should plan and design assessments keeping in mind the intended learning 
outcomes. The language instructors should ask themselves what skills they want their 
students to master at a given point of time in the classroom. Assessment instruments, 
therefore, should be able to elicit this information on performance efficiently. To achieve 
desirable outcome, assessment criteria should be made explicit to students in advance so 
that they may know at what level they should perform. Involving students in developing 
criteria would enable them to know the lines on which their work shall be assessed and 
what skills they need to acquire to demonstrate their progress in writing. 
Stage 2: Devise assessment tasks 
Following the requirements in stage 1, teachers should engage themselves in designing 
the activities and tasks for measuring students’ writing skills on pre-defined criteria. 
Tasks should be thoughtfully designed to provide students with ample opportunities to 
demonstrate their learning in context of the objectives of the assessment. Assessment 
tasks should be designed using appropriate instruments suitable to the purpose. 
Stage 3: Gather evidence of students’ performances 
Students carry out the tasks required from them providing sufficient evidence to the 
instructors who are also the assessors of their performance on the tests. To gather reliable 
evidences of students’ learning, multiple samples of students writing should be collected 
on different occasions and should be assessed. A single essay question for example, 
would not give sufficient and accurate idea of students’ writing outcomes. Besides, 
students should be regularly informed of their achievements as writers to improve and 
direct future performances. 
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3.1.2 Writing Assessment 
Writing is an essential skill required for success in the 21 century. According to ACT 
(2005)147 “Good Writing is essential to college success. New college students are 
expected to be able to write a summary of information from multiple sources, present 
and defend a point of view in writing, organize information into a coherent written 
report, and use writing as a tool for learning”. 
Assessment of writing can take place in a variety of settings like classrooms, 
examination halls, work places etc. Writing is assessed for varied purposes and by 
different groups of people. For instance, teachers assess writing to inform instruction, 
monitor students’ progress in writing, and diagnose their weaknesses and strengths as 
writers, to award grades, and place students in appropriate levels and courses. Schools 
conduct writing evaluations to measure how much students have learned at the end of 
course or session, grade and compare student’s work with that of others of the same age 
and level, report the students’ performances and achievements to parents and other 
interested parties. National and state governing bodies conduct large scale standardized 
assessments to evaluate the effectiveness of a writing program and to compare the 
schools’ and universities’ progress over a period of time. Schools and universities often 
conduct assessments at the beginning of a course to place students into appropriate levels 
based on their performances on such tests. They also use assessments to certify their 
proficiency level in writing. Thus, different groups of people have varied interests and 
purposes in the assessment process. The interests and purpose are summed in Table 1 
given below: 
 
 
                                                             
147 ACT (2005). College readiness standards. Cited in Graham, S., K. Harris, and M. Hebert 
(2011). Informing writing: The benefits of formative assessment. A Carnegie Corporation Time 
to Act report. Washington, DC: Alliance for Excellent Education 
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Who Needs To Assess? Purposes of Assessment 
Policymakers Policymakers use assessment to: 
* Set standards 
* Focus on goals 
* Monitor the quality of education 
* Reward/sanction various practices 
* Formulate policies 
* Direct resources including personnel and money 
* Determine effects of tests 
Administrators and School Monitor program effectiveness planners use 
assessment to: 
* Identify program strengths and weaknesses 
* Designate program priorities 
* Assess alternatives 
* Plan and improve programs 
Teachers and Administrators Make grouping decisions use assessment to: 
* Perform individual diagnosis and prescription 
* Monitor student progress 
* Carry out curriculum evaluation and refinement 
* Provide mastery / promotion / grading and other 
feedback 
* Motivate students 
* Determine grades 
Parents’ and Students’ use Gauge student progress assessment to: 
* Assess student strengths and Weakness 
* Determine school accountability 
* Make informed educational and career decisions 
 Table 1: Interest and Purposes in the assessment process 
(Source: Dietel, Herman, and Knuth 1991:1) 
3.1.2.a    Principles of Writing Assessment 
Assessments should direct curriculum and instruction. Assessment of a language skill 
should represent and match the goals and objectives of curriculum. Hence, the purpose 
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and goal of assessment should be communicated to students and parents through 
explicitly defined criteria. The writing assessment with its primary aim to improve and 
guide teaching and learning should be free from external influences and should be 
grounded in language classrooms providing sound learning evidences of students’ 
progress as writers. Teachers at different points become motivators, collaborators, 
evaluators, critics, and guides to support the assessment process. 
Writing is a socially based skill and its assessment should be designed keeping in mind 
the different contexts and purposes it can serve. For example, if the purpose of the 
assessment is to assess the students’ organizational abilities, then a multiple choice test 
would not be appropriate. Writing assessments should not just focus on the finished 
products but should consider various social contexts like audiences, genres, and the 
composing processes etc. 
Furthermore, Assessment criteria should be provided to students in advance. Basically, 
criteria are a set of statements that explicitly explains what should be present in the 
writing samples produced for assessment. Clear, explicit and brief criteria direct 
students’ understanding of the essential elements that they should master and 
demonstrate in their writing. For example, a student writing an argumentative essay 
needs to know that an argumentative essay requires the writers to take a stand, support, 
and defend it through evidences and appropriate examples. Argumentative essays are 
formal in style than personal narratives. Involving students in developing criteria 
provides them a better understanding of good writing. Students understand the need to 
revise and reflect on their own work as it progresses and nurtures in them a sense of 
ownership and active participation in the classroom. 
Also, multiple samples of students’ writings should be collected to ensure reliable and 
valid assessments. The more the evidences, the clearer the picture of students’ abilities as 
writers would be obtained. A single writing sample in standardized tests cannot give an 
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accurate measure of students’ progress in writing skills. As writing is based in varied 
socio-contexts, students’ abilities should be assessed in different genres, on different 
occasions, and meant for different audiences. Also, different raters should evaluate and 
score the samples to maintain consistency in results. 
The global features of writing should be given more weightage than the local 
grammatical and lexical errors. Global features correspond to idea development, 
organization and clarity in meaning, whereas local features assemble around grammatical 
correctness and stylistic choices. Students’ writing processes that lead to the final 
products should also be assessed. Process writing classrooms should foster an 
understanding that writing is a discovery and recursive process. Writing classroom 
therefore now promotes authentic and performance assessments that provide real writing 
experience to the students and prepare them to function in writing in real academic 
contexts. 
Learners should be encouraged in active and direct participation through self-assessment, 
teacher student conference, and peer review. Questionnaires, student logs and journals 
prompt students to reflect and assess their own strengths and weaknesses in writing. Self 
assessment can be applied to the first drafts that the writers produce to improve their 
subsequent drafts and mould their work for final evaluation by the teacher. Through 
these measures, students learn to take responsibility for their work and acquire critical 
skills necessary for readership. As a result, students learn to assess along with learning to 
write. 
Students should be given constant and regular feedback on their work. The 2004 Harvard 
Study of Writing148 stated that “Feedback emerged as the hero and the anti-hero of our 
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study-powerful enough to convince students that they could or couldn’t do the work in a 
given field, to push them toward or away from selecting their majors, and contributed, 
more than any other single factor, to students’ sense of academic belonging or 
alienation” Students receive feedback in the form of comments that communicate their 
achievements and loop holes in writing. However, the teachers should refrain from any 
negative way of responding to their work. Students’ papers are not graded when they are 
assessed. The feedback should be given in qualitative terms appreciating the strengths 
and critiquing the weaknesses for further improvements. Teachers usually grade 
students’ papers when the final product is ready for submission for evaluation. 
3.1.3 The Direct and Indirect Writing Assessments 
The history of writing assessment reveals the conflict and contention between the two 
broad approaches: the direct and indirect writing skills. Writing thus had been assessed 
through centuries either through direct measures which emphasized actual writing or by 
indirect means that required no writing by examinees. 
Defining direct writing assessments Murphy (in press, p. 52)149 states “in direct 
assessments of writing, students produce single (or sometimes multiple impromptu 
samples of writing under timed, controlled conditions, or multiple samples of writing in a 
“natural” context (the classroom supported by instruction and feedback (for example, 
portfolios)”. The most distinguished feature of direct writing assessments is the 
production of actual writing samples. In doing so, such assessments focus on the macro 
linguistic levels of writing like content, organization, unity, genre, and context in a 
discourse mode. Essays are the most common form of direct writing assessment. Other 
formats include summaries, letter writing, précis, narratives composing emails, writing 
                                                             
149   Murphy, S.  (in press). Some consequences of writing assessment, in Havnes, A. and L. 
McDowell (eds.) Balancing dilemmas in assessment and learning in contemporary education. 
Routledge. 
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portfolios and projects. Direct writing assessments are also referred to as constructed 
response items or subjective assessments of writing. 
Defining Indirect assessments, Breland (1983: 1)150 notes “Indirect assessments are so 
termed because an estimate of probable skill in writing is made through observations of 
specific kinds of knowledge about writing, such as grammar and sentence structure, 
although more advanced skills can also be observed. These indirect assessments are 
commonly made by means of multiple-choice questions. Thus, direct assessments tend to 
be associated with writing samples and indirect assessments with multiple-choice 
questions.” Other than multiple choice questions, writing proficiency can be tested 
indirectly through a variety of tasks like matching, fill in the blanks, true/false etc. 
Generally, writing proficiency in such assessments is tested at micro linguistic level 
(grammar and mechanics, vocabulary, spelling, and punctuation etc). Both types of 
assessments provide varied evidences of writing ability and suit different purposes. 
Foster and Russell (2002)151 states “Multiple-choice tests are the primary bases for 
access decisions in the United States: the SAT (Scholastic Achievement Test), GRE 
(Graduate Record Exam), MedCAT (Medical Colleges Admission Test), LSAT (Law 
School Admission Test), GMAT (Graduate Management Admission Test) – all the 
familiar exam acronyms for U.S. students – require little or no writing.” However, 
scholars and policy makers have turned their attention to assessments that measure actual 
writing skills. They now have begun to focus on improving learning and reforming 
curriculum redefining what need to be taught. Thus, most states had begun to incorporate 
some kind of actual writing in their statewide assessment practices as evidences of 
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students’ learning. When the aim of the assessments is to promote the learning of writing 
skills, it results in positive washback, directly influencing teachers, students, and 
curriculum. High states multiple choice tests often have negative washback effect, 
adversely influencing all those associated with it. Indirect writing assessments are also 
known as selected response assessments or objective assessments of writing. 
3.1.3.1 Advantages of Direct Writing Assessments 
3.1.3.1.a Direct Writing Assessments address the complex writing skills 
Direct writing assessment directly tests the writing performance by requiring students to 
produce a composition. In this way, students get the opportunity to incorporate distinct 
cognitive skills like coherent thinking, logical organization, and idea generation and 
unity etc. necessary in the production of an essay. Students bring in their knowledge of 
the world and discover writing as a meaning-making activity involving various strategies 
like planning, drafting, revising, editing and rewriting to solve complex problems in 
order to produce an essay. Students now become the active participants in the writing 
classrooms. 
Essay tests enable readers to understand the processes students apply while creating a 
product of writing. This gives them detailed evidence of students’ abilities as writers. 
Essay tests of writing are more close to real discourse to communicate effectively in real 
world. This sends a message to the society that writing is not mere memorization of 
certain rules and practicing certain structures but it is the art of acquiring complex 
cognitive skills and employing certain strategies to construct a response. Additionally, it 
permits students to practically apply their knowledge about the conventions of writing 
which is not possible through a MCT that simply asks them to recognize a correct answer 
among several options. 
3.1.3.1.b Direct Writing Assessments give more comprehensive view of writing 
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Direct writing assessment defines writing as a meaningful discovery process that occurs 
in a context and addresses specific audiences. Writing is, therefore, a contextualized 
activity that is highly valued in academic and professional setting. Students, naturally, 
are tested through varied tasks that elicit performances in different genres, modes, and 
for different audiences. Direct writing tasks stimulate real writing experiences and 
responses fostering active and healthy learning habits. 
3.1.3.1.c Direct Writing Assessments promote teaching and learning of writing and 
guide curriculum. 
Any test of writing should promote the teaching and learning of writing skills. Writing 
can be best tested through asking students to write. Similarly, people can learn to write 
effectively by writing itself. There is no short cut to it. Through writing writers learn to 
master the writing techniques necessary for writing competence in real context. 
Also, writing samples integrate evaluation with teaching and learning of writing in a 
language classroom. Unlike indirect tests of writing which allows evaluation only at the 
end, writing samples can be evaluated as the student progress in writing. Teachers can 
assist students and suggest new ideas and help in revising new ideas. Students are 
involved in assessments through such process techniques as self-assessment, peer 
evaluation, and teacher-student conference. Such practice harbors healthy relationship 
between teachers and students and among students. Teachers carefully observes students’ 
works as it progresses, their behavior and attitude towards writing and get useful insights 
of the processes that students employ while writing and possibly know the reasons 
behind good and bad writing. It further benefits classroom instruction informing teachers 
of the students’ strengths and weaknesses in writing. Students, on the other hand, learn to 
assess while they revise their own work. Thus, instruction and evaluation goes hand to 
hand in a writing classroom. It is engaged rather than disengaged evaluation. 
3.1.3.1.d Direct Writing Assessments are valid evidences of writing ability. 
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Direct assessments are valid inferences of students’ writing. Essay tests are valid 
measures of students writing performances. Essay tests require students to write, a 
feature that distinguishes them from MCTs requiring no evidences of actual writing 
Direct writing assessments have high face validity, i.e. they directly measure what they 
purport to measure. Advocating the use of direct assessments, Diederich (1946)152 states 
that “the essay is unquestionably a valid test of ability to write, for it is an instance, a 
sample, of the very ability that one is attempting to measure. There is no more direct 
evidence of ability to write.” Further, Eley (1955)153 emphasizes that “an adequate essay 
test of writing is valid by definition; that is to say, it has face validity since it requires the 
candidate to perform the actual behavior which is being measured.” Validity can be 
guaranteed by obtaining multiple writing samples keeping the construct to be measured 
in mind. 
3.1.3.1.e Direct Writing Assessments have low developmental costs. 
Essay tests are cost and time effective in development. Unlike MCTs which require a lot 
of effort and money to develop, it is comparatively easy to develop an essay task. 
3.1.3.1.f Direct Writing Assessments enhance the professional development of the 
faculty. 
Teachers interact, discuss, and plan the assessment tasks with respect to the target skills. 
Also, teachers discuss the criteria for scoring, agree or disagree in some points and settle 
on a conclusion at the end. They keep themselves informed of the latest developments 
and research in the field. 
3.1.3.2 Limitations of Direct Writing Assessment 
3.1.3.2.a Direct Writing Assessments have low reliability 
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Direct writing assessments such as essays, narratives, letter writing etc. are less reliable 
measures of students’ writing performances. Unlike indirect assessments which have 
fixed correct answers for each task, tasks on direct writing assessments can be responded 
in different ways by examinees that incorporate their views, ideas, creativity and 
experience making their response and scoring subjective. Similarly, their marking is also 
influenced by raters’ views that may decide a particular response as appropriate or 
inappropriate and score accordingly. The scoring is thus influenced by rater subjectivity. 
Usually, no two raters will rate the same script exactly. The differences in their marking 
are but obvious. Similarly, even a particular script cannot be scored exactly by the same 
rater on two different occasions. Thus, a major drawback of such assessments is their 
low inter-rater and intra-rater reliability. 
3.1.3.2.b Direct Writing Assessments are not necessarily valid inferences of writing 
ability. 
Essay tests are assumed as valid measures of students’ ability in writing. However, 
merely asking students to write on a topic does not make a test valid in its true essence. 
A test in order to be valid has to suit the purpose for which it is intended. No test is 
perfect. But at least it should reach acceptable standards to be recognized as a valid test 
of writing. The selected tasks should match the difficulty level, knowledge and skill, age 
and abilities of the test takers within a context.  
Furthermore, an essay test requiring students to write a single essay on a topic does not 
gives an appropriate idea of the students’ performances and abilities in writing. More 
opportunities should be provided to students to demonstrate their writing skills 
effectively by including more writing tasks covering different genres, topics, skills, and 
audiences. Increased sampling enables to collect more evidences of writing skills thus, 
driving appropriate inferences of students’ ability in writing. Large samples should be 
selected from a universe of questions. Murphy (in press: 53), makes a reference of 
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Camp’s (1983)154 claim that “arguments about the validity of this approach rest on 
questionable assumptions: 
1. Impromptu writing is representative of all writing 
2. Writing is writing- the skills involved in writing are the same, whatever its purpose or 
circumstances.” 
Validity of essay writing tests also suffers owing to inter-rater subjectivity. A test in 
order to be valid has to be reliable. In cases where inter-rater reliability is low, the tests 
lose its validity as well. Not only inter-rater reliability, the same rater may mark a 
particular script differently at different occasions leading to low intra-rater reliability as 
well. Validity also suffers owing to this. Reliability, therefore, is a necessary but not 
sufficient condition for validity. A test which is not reliable will not be valid. 
Students manipulate their writing according to their knowledge and ability in direct 
writing assessments. Unlike indirect assessments where students have to choose, match, 
and fill correct responses, direct writing assessments allow undue flexibility and freedom 
to students find difficult to use a particular word, or structure they have the option of 
avoiding it and substituting it with a more simplistic one. Diederich (1946)155 explains 
that “in writing, if a student is not sure that he knows how to use a certain construction, 
he can change his sentence to avoid using it, but in an objective test, you can give him a 
sentence with that construction in it, and he has to decide whether it is correct or 
incorrect.” Likewise, Schachters’ (1974: 213)156 study of EFL learners avoidance of 
relative clauses, revealed that “if a student finds a particular construction in the target 
language difficult to comprehend, it is very likely that he will try to avoid producing it”. 
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This suggests that the claim for direct writing assessments effectively capturing what 
students can do in terms of writing is not fair. 
3.1.3.2.c Developing and scoring of writing samples is labor and time costly.  
Developing direct writing assessments is generally believed to be easier as compared to 
the time and cost involved in the development of indirect assessments such as multiple 
choice tests. However, it is not as it appears. For example, developing an essay test of 
writing takes into account various considerations like purpose, needs, suitability and 
goals of the curriculum. Thus, their development demands much expertise, experience 
and careful designing, planning among the test developers. 
Apart from its development essay tests are costly to score. Exact statistical objective 
measurement is not possible with essay tests. Essay tests are assessed through scoring 
guides that describe the criteria and standards of scoring a writing task. Creating a 
scoring guide is time consuming and costly. Often an all purpose holistic scoring guide is 
developed for assessing all writing tasks in a test. However, this is not appropriate as 
different questions have different difficulty level and different writing demands. 
Accordingly assessment criteria for each task will also be different. For this, separate 
scoring guides should be developed for each writing task. This presents a practical 
difficulty in terms of time, effort and cost. The scoring session also adds to the costs of 
the tests. Not only time consuming, raters are paid for their services in evaluating scripts. 
Also, refreshments are provided in between the scoring session. 
3.1.3.2.d Direct Writing Assessments require training and expertise 
Development and scoring of writing tasks require training and expertise of people. These 
experts bring their experience in carefully planning and developing an essay task that 
suits the standards of the tests and test takers. After development, scoring is an area that 
calls for training and re-training of raters. High inter-rater reliability can be achieved 
through training and re-training of readers frequently. Before the raters start to evaluate 
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scripts, they should be trained in order to mutually understand and agree on the standards 
and criteria for scoring. Again, re-training is required in between the scoring session to 
maintain the standards. It is devisable to involve the experienced raters who could guide 
and inform the budding raters of the requirements that lead to efficient and reliable 
scoring. 
3.1.3.3 Advantages of Indirect Writing Assessments 
3.1.3.3.a Indirect writing assessment are a reliable measure of writing skills 
Perhaps the greatest advantage of indirect writing assessment is in its efficiency to be 
scored reliably. Indirect writing assessments are highly reliable measures of writing 
ability. They require no subjective judgments of raters which often affect scores. The 
responses will be either correct or wrong. There is no mid way to their responses that 
calls for rater decisions to decide on how to score. Raters are provided with answer keys 
and no scoring guide is required for their marking. Reliability implies that a script will be 
read and scored in the same manner on two different occasions.  
3.1.3.3.b Indirect Writing Assessments are easy and economic to score. 
As candidates are required to choose an answer from a given set of options, their scoring 
is much easier than direct writing assessments which pose a special problem in scoring 
subjective responses. Indirect writing assessments can be scored by computers saving 
much time and labor. 
3.1.3.3.c Indirect Writing Assessments test multiple competencies in a short time 
Indirect writing assessment gives enough opportunities to students to prove what they 
know. Multiple ranges of competencies can be assessed in a short time using an indirect 
writing assessment like a multiple choice test. Direct assessments cannot measure vast 
reserve of knowledge in a controlled environment where time is a major limitation. 
Favoring indirect writing assessments over direct assessments of writing, Noyes, Sale, 
 76 
and Stalnaker (1945)157 beautifully explain this as “The good candidate who errs on a 
few of these (multiple-choice items) has plenty of opportunity to redeem himself; a 
mistake on one item does not affect any other item. In writing a theme, however the 
candidate who makes a false start almost inevitably involves his whole theme in 
difficulties even though he may be, generally speaking, a good writer.” 
3.1.3.3.d Results of Indirect Writing Assessments can be subject to comparisons. 
Indirect writing assessments are widely used for placement purposes. Whereas direct 
assessments provide useful diagnostic information, universities and colleges make use of 
indirect writing assessments for admissions and selections into various composition 
courses. Indirect writing assessments are norm referenced and their results are used to 
compare individuals and schools performances and achievements with that of others of 
same level. 
3.1.3.4 Limitations of Indirect Writing Assessments 
3.1.3.4.a Indirect Writing Assessments lack validity 
Indirect writing assessment formats are highly reliable measures of a student’s 
performance. However, they lack validity, specifically face validity. A test of writing 
does not look valid until it obtains samples of writing from students. For example, a 
MCT does not require students to write. Criticizing indirect assessments on the ground of 
validity, Wisemen (1956)158 reports that “there seems to be no doubt that, over the past 
two or three decades, educational psychologists have slowly but steadily inflated the 
importance of reliability, perhaps at the expense of validity… objective tests are highly 
reliable. They may not always be highly valid.” This negatively affects the wash back of 
                                                             
157 Noyes, E. S., W. M. Sale and J. M. Stalnaker (1945). Report on the first six tests in English 
composition. Cited in Breland, H. M.  and J. L. Gaynor (1979).  A comparison of direct and 
indirect assessments of writing skill. Journal of Educational measurement, 16(12), pp. 119-128. 
158 Wiseman, S. (1956). Symposium: The use of essays on selection of 11+. British Journal of 
Educational Psychology. 26 (3), in Witte, S. P., Mary Trachsel, and Keith Walters (1986). 
Literacy and the direct assessment of writing: A diachronic perspective. Cited in Greenberg, K. 
L.,  Harvey S. Wiener, and Richard A. Donovan. (Eds.). Writing assessment: Issues and 
strategies. New York: Longman pp. 13- 34. 
 77 
the educational system as it deemphasizes actual writing as ability worth evaluating. 
Moreover, they are incapable of assessing wide range of constructs in writing. That is, 
their construct validity is also limited. 
3.1.3.4.b Indirect Writing Assessment have high developing costs 
Though easy to score, they are difficult to develop. Framing a multiple choice test is 
costly in terms of labor, time, and money. Careful planning and designing is required to 
develop them keeping insight the purpose and goals of the assessment. In other words, 
poorly designed indirect test can have negative wash back effect. 
3.1.3.4.c Indirect Writing Assessments foster imitation and memorization 
Indirect writing assessment discourages creativity and the use of language as an 
expression of thought. Accordingly, it encourages mastery of language form through 
memorization of its rules and practicing its conventions. Thus, the complex process of 
writing is broken into dualities of right and wrong. It is a mere passive recognition of 
skills without any actual evidence to apply them in real contexts. 
3.1.3.4.d Indirect Writing Assessments discourage critical thinking 
When writing is tested through indirect measures, then the purpose of writing to function 
in real world is lost. Indirect writing assessment formats discourages the application of 
complex cognitive activities like creativity, reflection, organization, decision-making, 
and critical thinking that are essential requirements in actual writing samples 
demonstrating higher level of understanding. Consequently, it emphasizes the 
mechanical aspects of writing and writing is not viewed as a skill but a mere technique, 
the mastery of which can be achieved by memorizing its rules of form and usage. It 
cannot either assess imaginative writing skills. The real purpose of writing is thus lost. 
Indirect writing assessments are context-course specific and cannot be applied to another. 
Indirect writing assessments such as multiple-choice test designed for particular 
assessments cannot be used in other setting without carefully considering its purpose, 
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curriculum, and context in which it will be used. A multiple-choice test designed to 
measure students’ command in capitalization, spelling, and punctuation cannot be used 
to assess other writing components like vocabulary and sentence structure. Their 
construction therefore demands much sophistication and careful planning. Perhaps it may 
be possible that a multiple choice test does not include questions on subject-verb 
agreement or tenses when these components have been the core of instruction. Here, the 
validity of MCT is essential to ensure that it measures what it intends to measure. 
Indirect writing assessments or objective assessments have to be valid for the purposes, 
curriculum and context and the students for which they are intended. 
3.1.3.4.e Indirect Writing Assessments neglect actual writing 
An indirect writing test does not require students to demonstrate actual writing skills. In 
this way, it does not give evidence of students’ ability to express their ideas in their own 
words. Braddock et al. (1963)159 asserts that “not only do they [multiple-choice tests] not 
require the examinee to perform the actual behavior being measured- he does no actual 
writing; but these tests also make little or no attempt, to measure the ‘larger elements’ of 
composition, even indirectly”. These larger elements relate to the writers’ ability to 
provide evidence for their arguments and logically organize their writing. All MCT can 
do is that it can assess lower-order cognitive skills such as conventions of vocabulary, 
grammar etc. in writing. Therefore, real essence of writing is not tapped through a MCT 
of writing. Thus, writing is reduced to as a technology of expression rather than as an art 
of the intellect. 
 
 
                                                             
159 Braddock, R., L. Lloyd- Jones, and L. Sochoer (1963). Research in written composition. 
Champaign, Illinois: National Council of Teachers of English. Cited in Breland, H. M., and J. L. 
Gaynor (1979). A comparison of direct and indirect assessments of writing skills. Journal of 
Educational Measurement, 16(2),  pp. 119- 128. 
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3.1.3.4.f Indirect Writing Assessments do not provide an integrated view of learning 
As opposed to direct writing assessments which integrate process techniques like self-
assessment, peer review and revision etc. into them under ordinary classroom conditions, 
indirect writing assessments imitate behaviorist view of writing that focuses only on the 
product. They are not concerned with the process employed by writers in responding to 
tasks. In fact, they do not require from examinees to employ any strategies or processes 
in choosing an option from among many. 
3.1.3.4.g Indirect Writing Assessments test only components of writing 
Indirect writing assessment breaks writing into separate, discrete components of 
language. It does not view writing as a whole instead breaks it into fragments. In doing 
so, it does not give an exact measure of a student’s ability in writing performance. For 
example, a student scoring well in a MCT testing vocabulary and syntax structure does 
not necessarily mean that he would use these components skillfully while composing an 
essay. Similarly, a student did well in a MCT that asked him to recognize mistakes in 
grammar among several options. The scores would lead us to think his mastery over 
grammatical forms. But in practicality, he would commit the same mistakes while 
writing a letter. Thus, often indirect assessment formats give a vague idea of a student’s 
command in writing. 
3.1.3.4.h Indirect Writing Assessments provide numbers not their meanings 
The indirect writing assessment provides only raw information in the form of scores. The 
meaning of the obtained scores has to be understood in the context of the purpose of the 
assessment for which it is intended. Therefore, an additional responsibility lies at the 
head of the test administrators to determine the meaning of those numbers and use them 
efficiently. Indirect writing assessments, therefore, provide only data which can be used 
badly against institutions or test takers. 
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Both direct and indirect writing assessments have certain advantages over each other 
while both suffer from certain limitations. Both the tests provide test users with certain 
kind of information regarding students’ writing skills. Both types of assessments serve 
different purposes and needs. With time and money constraints, compromises have to be 
made. Therefore, their use will naturally depend on the type of information one want to 
obtain. Also, it is widely known that what is assessed is what is valued. Assessments 
have reflected societies’ values and preferences over ages. For example, if skills in 
critical thinking and high level of understanding are important in a particular academic 
community, a direct assessment format such as an argumentative essay will be most 
appropriate to gather information on students’ abilities to demonstrate such skills. That 
means, if writing is valued in a society than it will test the examinees through actual 
writing tasks. Likewise, if writing is considered secondary to other skills, then the 
college faculty and policy makers will assess students through indirect assessments like a 
multiple choice test or fill in the blanks that require no writing at all and assess writing 
on a superficial level. 
No test is perfect. Being framed and scored by subjective human beings and taken by 
subjective humans, they will have some degree of errors irrespective of all the careful 
designs and planning that goes into them. It is therefore, advisable to incorporate both 
the assessments to attain a more valid and reliable picture of students, schools, 
curriculum and programmes progress. In fact, research on their correlation has shown 
that both the approaches have revealed consistent and strong relationship with each other 
at different educational levels.  
Further, combining both the types of assessments will yield more accurate measure of a 
student’s ability in writing then either test used by administrators. Direct and indirect 
assessments work as partners supporting and complementing each other. For example, 
indirect assessment tool such as a multiple choice test is generally used for placement 
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and admission purposes. However, inclusion of a few writing samples will give an 
accurate information of students’ knowledge in writing for deciding which students have 
pass the tests and at what levels they should be placed in writing. 
Moreover, the information obtained from indirect assessments is more reliable than that 
of direct assessments. So, if decisions on an assessment are based on the scores, they 
increase the amount of information while writing samples provide it validity at the same 
time unveiling the actual measure of students writing performance and skills. 
3.1.4  Classroom Assessment 
Teaching, learning and assessment are closely integrated with each other in a language 
classroom. Assessment is the prominent feature of any process oriented classroom. In a 
process writing classroom, teachers regularly assess their students’ performances and 
give regular feedback on their work to enhance learning. Classroom assessment can be 
conducted both formally and informally using standardized tests created by teachers. 
Such assessments give an impression of students’ level with reference to learning targets, 
and inform teachers where students stand with regard to the course objectives that are 
supposed to be achieved at the end of the session or semester, what they know and need 
to know and whether they are able to apply aptly what they know in different contexts. 
Besides assessing students’ learning, classroom assessments guide instruction as well 
and tailor teachers’ instruction and incorporate new teaching methods to achieve better 
results and outcomes.  
Defining classroom assessment, Elbow (1993: 187)160 writes “Much of what we do in the 
classroom is determined by the assessment structures we work under.” Classroom 
assessments that are ongoing, descriptive in reporting and informing students’ 
performances and observing the behaviors and attitudes of student writers while writing 
                                                             
160 Elbow, P. (1993). Ranking, evaluating, and liking: Sorting out three forms of judgement. 
College English, 55(2), pp. 187-205.  
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promote learning in the best possible ways. Classroom turns into a fun place when 
teachers make use of strategies like student observation, teacher student conferencing, 
classroom discussion, reflection, and peer review etc. Students, as a result, take wide 
interest in the learning of the subject and their motivation to new learning increases. 
Through classroom assessments, teachers collect systematic information that informs 
their decision making regarding their own teaching and their students’ learning. 
Classroom assessments, hence, facilitates the teaching and learning by providing regular 
feedback that motivates them to achieve learning goals. 
3.1.4.1 Strategies used for Assessing Student Class Performance 
3.1.4.1.a     Teacher - Student Conference 
 A conference is an oral interaction between teacher and student. Teachers can hold short 
conferences during the class time with students to discuss with them their work in 
progress, writing strategies they employed, or assist in revising a piece of writing. 
Conference is a great source of obtaining first hand information on how students 
approach a task, what they find difficult, what alternative strategies they used  once they 
found the available strategies less successful, etc.  Students can ask questions and can get 
immediate feedback. 
 Also, teachers can ask the following questions covering a wide range of investigation 
during conferencing: 
A)     As students begin to write: 
i. What will your topic be? 
ii.  How did you choose (or narrow) your topic? 
iii.  What pre- writing activities are you doing? 
iv.  How are you gathering ideas for writing? 
v. How might you organize your writing? 
vi. How might you start writing your rough draft? 
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vii. What form might your writing take? 
viii. Who might be your audience? 
ix. What do you plan to do next? 
B)        As students are drafting: 
i. How is your writing going? 
ii. Are you having any problems? 
iii. What do you plan to do next? 
C)      As students revise their writing: 
i. How do you plan to revise your writing? 
ii. What kinds of revisions did you make? 
iii. Are you ready to make your final copy? 
iv. What kinds of mechanical errors have you located? 
v. How has your editor helped you proofread? 
vi. How can I help you identify (or correct) mechanical errors? 
vii. What do you plan to do next? 
D)     After students have completed their compositions: 
i. With what audience will you share your writing? 
ii. What did your audience say about your writing? 
iii. What do you like best about your writing? 
iv. If you were writing the composition again, what changes would you make? 
v. How did you use the writing process in writing this composition? 
(Source: Tompkins, 1994: 375) 
3.1.4.1.b   Peer Evaluation 
Peer evaluation is a great way of fostering healthy learning habits in students. Students 
exchange their papers with peers and assess each others’ work. Peers are given a 
checklist that lists the essential components pertaining to writing processes and products 
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and records the level of learning of the students. Checklists list the criteria on which to 
read and assess peers’ work. Checklist is created both for teachers and students to search 
for relevant points in their students’ and peers’ writing respectively. For example, 
students can look for the following points in their peers’ work: 
i. What is the major point in writing? 
ii. What ideas support the major point? 
iii. Is his writing clear to me (ideas and organization)? 
iv. What are the strengths of the paper? 
Students can also assess grammar based on the specific guidelines: 
i      Are tenses used consistently? 
ii     Do all the verbs agree? 
3.1.4.1.c    Self- Assessment 
Self- assessment transforms ESL learners to become critical readers of their work in 
progress nurturing a sense of responsibility in them. Through self assessments students 
learn to evaluate their own performances (processes and products). Students can be given 
checklists to self assess their work. Questions pertaining to self assessment are: 
i. Does my writing conveys what I intend to say? 
ii. Is there any important point that I have missed? 
iii. Am I clear to my audience in terms of organization, coherence, stylistic choice? 
iv. Are my ideas properly connected and well presented? 
v. What is the strength of my paper? 
vi. What difficulties I faced in completing the assignment? 
vii. Did I enjoy working on my paper?  
3.1.4.1.d  Observation 
Observation is an activity that teachers do on a daily basis in language classrooms. 
Teachers observe students while they perform on a task, the behavior and attitude they 
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display that affects their learning outcomes. However, observation needs to be carried 
out systematically and diligently as information obtained from observations can be a 
great source in evaluating the gaps between the intended learning and actual outcomes. 
Purposeful, systematic, and focused observation can serve as first hand information and 
teachers can communicate their observation based suggestions to students through 
conferencing, journals, and anecdotal records. While conferencing is an oral interaction 
between student and teacher, journals are written conversations through which teachers 
regularly record the students’ performances and processes on a daily basis. Students can 
also use journals to discuss their learning experience, expectations and goals, interests 
and writing progress etc. Likewise, anecdotal records are used for recording the 
observation of students in the form of comments. Comments are a good way of providing 
feedback. Students’ regularity in class, their group interaction, and performance on home 
assignments, concept development, their attitudes and behaviors are noted down in the 
anecdotal records and communicated to parents and students on parents-teacher meeting.  
3.1.4.1.e   Tasks 
Tasks are designed using the assessment tool to allow students to demonstrate desired 
performance. Different tasks suit different purposes and elicit different response from 
students. Tasks therefore, should be designed in accordance with the objectives of the 
assessment. Two frequently used tasks in writing assessment are open-ended and close-
ended. Open-ended tasks measure students’ actual writing ability. Essays, term-papers, 
compositions, and portfolios etc. are some open-ended tasks assessing the complex 
cognitive skills like idea generation, organization, and restructuring in writing. There is 
no correct exact answer to such tasks and so each student response will vary from that of 
others. However, the variation in response poses a problem in scoring such open-ended 
tasks. Trained and expert raters should mark and score them in accordance with a scoring 
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rubric defining the criteria for assessment.  Even though they are valid measures of 
student writing, their reliability is not assured. 
Close-ended tasks, on the other hand, measure lower skills in writing like grammar and 
mechanics, spelling, vocabulary etc. Quizzes, multiple choice tests, fill in the blanks, 
matching, and short answers etc. are some forms of close-ended tasks. Generally having 
a fixed correct response, their scoring is reliable and easy. They are often scored by 
computers. However, they are costly in development and their designing requires much 
care and caution.  
 There are certain characteristics of classroom assessment. Firstly, they are learner-
centered and foster active learning in students through regular feedback and reflection of 
their own work. Students take charge of their work and learn to critically analyze their 
work. Secondly, the role of teachers expands and they become facilitators in the learning 
process. It gives a creative dimension to their work. They decide what to assess, when to 
assess and how to assess. Thirdly, classroom assessment mutually benefits both teachers 
and learners and expands their roles in the educational process. Hence, it bridges the gaps 
between the two and clearly defines their roles in relation to the goals of the course. 
Fourthly, unlike summative assessments, classroom assessments are formative in nature 
and progressive with constant feedback given to students’ on their performances. 
Students receive their corrected answer sheets with comments written on them without 
any grades. As a result, students strive to accomplish learning goals with no competition 
for grades. Their focus does not get distracted. Fifthly, teachers communicate students’ 
progress in learning, their behaviors and attitudes towards learning to parents, guardians 
and students themselves in students’ diaries and parent-teacher meeting. Finally, for 
every class specific assessments are designed depending on the needs and requirements 
of the course. Different assessments serve different classes and are suitable to specific 
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classes. That means classroom assessments are context specific, assessment that fits one 
class with a certain level of writing does not necessarily fit others.  
 
Figure 1: The four steps of a classroom’s assessment process. 
 (Source: Classroom Assessment, p. 260). 
 
Assessment that incorporates all these four steps and considers the teaching and learning 
of writing as the primary goal of any classroom assessment leads to quality classroom 
assessment. 
 
Figure 2: Quality classroom assessment 
(Source: Stiggins, et al (eds.) (2004: 90). 
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3.1.4.2 Purpose of Classroom Assessment  
The most important purpose of classroom assessment is to enhance student’s learning. 
However, there are three inter related purposes of classroom assessment: assessment for 
learning, assessment as learning and assessment of learning. Out of the three, assessment 
for learning and assessment of learning is a regular feature of a writing classroom. 
3.1.4.2.a   Assessment for Learning  
Assessment for learning, often referred to as formative assessment focuses on assessment 
as the basis for learning. Assessment Reform Group (2002)161 defines it as “the process 
of seeking and interpreting evidence for use by learners and their teachers to decide 
where learners are in their learning, where they need to go, and how best to get there.” 
Assessment for learning aims at investigating what students have learned so far. Afl or 
assessment for learning is very resourceful for teachers and it influences and informs 
their decisions and instruction for better learning outcomes. It informs the instructors 
what next strategy can be applied to enhance learning in the classroom.  
Assessment for learning renders creativity in the writing classrooms where students 
approach learning via process strategies like brain- storming, group discussion, peer 
feedback, and self assessment etc. It empowers students in the entire writing process and 
makes them the owners of their work. Students are motivated and encouraged for their 
efforts to accomplish complex cognitive tasks. A healthy classroom atmosphere is 
created which brings the teacher and students close and they work jointly in 
accomplishing the learning goals. Assessments, therefore, have to be carefully planned to 
provide rich and valuable information of students’ attitude, behavior and performances. 
Students do not receive grades on their papers rather teachers comment on their work 
appreciating their strengths and pointing out their weaknesses.  
                                                             
161 Assessment Reform Group (2002). Assessment for learning: 10 principles. Cited in Lee, I. 
(2007) Assessment for learning: Integrating assessment, teaching, and learning in the ESL/EFL 
writing classroom. The Canadian Modern Language Review, 64(1), pp. 199-213.   
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 Cyclical in nature, assessment for learning is systematic and recursive. The teaching- 
learning cycle continues till the end of the session or semester with assessment becoming 
an integral component of the writing classroom. 
3.1.4.2.b  Assessment as Learning 
Assessment as learning focuses on the development of metacognitive skills in learners. 
Writing is not a linear activity but utilizes a set of cognitive and metacognitive skills in 
producing a piece of writing. Assessment as learning aims at transforming writers into 
critical evaluators of their work connecting assessment and learning. Students learn to 
arrange and restructure ideas in a context.  
Students are taught to make sense of the existing information, adding it to their prior 
knowledge to produce new information with new ideas. Reflection and analysis of their 
own work is emphasized in this approach to assessment. Nourishing learning habits of 
mind to apply critical cognitive skills like synthesis, analysis, and restructuring etc. is an 
important goal of assessment as learning. This gives learners confidence in their learning 
and they learn to independently direct their learning and take decisions after reflecting on 
their work. But the responsibility of teachers expands as they now have to provide 
sufficient samples of practice to students in conditioning the minds of the learners to 
acquire the special critical skills of mind. As a result, students become flexible, adaptable 
and independent learners.  
3.1.4.2.c   Assessment of Learning 
Assessment of learning, often referred to as summative assessment is conducted at the 
end of the session or course of study. Usually, assessment of learning evaluates the 
program outcomes, to see whether the programs have met the criteria or not, or used for 
proficiency and placement purposes. The results of the students’ performances are 
reported to the interested parties like teachers, school administrators, policy makers, and 
students themselves. Assessment of learning has serious and far- reaching consequences 
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and affects the future of students. That’s why, it is important to safeguard the results 
from any bias or undue influences. Such tests are developed and designed with utmost 
care to systematically measure students’ learning. Traditionally, assessment of learning 
has been dominant in the classrooms. Assessment for learning is employed for diagnostic 
purposes and occurs regularly on an informal basis. This traditional practice where 
assessment of learning predominates is presented in Figure 4 through a pyramid. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3: Balance among assessment purposes 
(Source: Earl and Katz 2006: 15) 
With the advent of process approach to writing, assessment for learning became a chief 
phenomenon of the writing classrooms. In classrooms where process approach is applied 
to instruction and learning, assessment as learning and assessment for learning are 
focused. However, for the best results, it is advisable to integrate all the three approaches 
into the writing classroom. All the approaches serve different purposes depending on the 
context. For example, if the purpose is to enhance learning of the students, then 
assessment for learning is best suited and serves the interests of teachers and students. 
Similarly, if the results are to be made public and used for comparison purposes, then 
assessment of learning will serve the purpose in informing the students’ performances.  
Therefore, it is important to balance the three approaches to harness the maximum 
benefits in limited time period.  
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3.1.4.3   Types of Classroom Assessments 
Assessment in the classroom takes the form of quizzes, mid- term exams, final exams, 
reports, and projects etc. Some common forms of classroom assessments are formative, 
summative, objective, subjective, formal, and informal etc.  
3.1.4.3.a    Formative Assessment 
Formative assessments, also known as assessment for learning are useful and effective 
tools in promoting teaching and learning of writing skills. Formative assessments are 
continuous, ongoing feature of a classroom. Formative assessments guide and facilitate 
instruction for better outputs. Examples of formative assessments are Home work, 
quizzes, and portfolios etc. The needs of the students are assessed through assessing their 
writing skills formatively. Black and William (1998)162 states that formative assessments 
comprise “all those activities undertaken by teachers, and by the students in assessing 
themselves, which provide information to be used as feedback to modify the teaching 
and learning activities in which they are engaged.” Therefore, formative assessments are 
used for diagnostic purposes to inform instruction. Diagnostic assessments are a form of 
formative assessments. Classroom interaction is an important feature of formative 
assessments. Formative assessments are generally referred to as “educative assessments” 
are used to assist learning. Skager (1974)163 points out that through formative 
assessments “the present learning status of the pupils in terms of the objectives” can be 
determined. Students are continuously given feedback on their work which motivates 
them and directs their learning according to the goals of the course. Effective and well- 
                                                             
162 Black, P. and D. William (1998). Inside the black box: Raising standards through classroom 
assessment. PhiDelta Kappan, 80(2), pp.139- 148. Cited in Carreira, M.  M. (2012). Formative 
assessment in HL teaching: Purposes, procedures, and practices. Heritage Language Journal, 
9(1), pp. 100- 120. 
163 Skager, R.W. (1974). Generating criterion- referenced tests from objectives- based assessment 
systems:Unsolved problems in test development, assembly, and interpretation, in C. W. Harris, 
M. C. Alkin, and W. J. Popham (Eds.) Problems in criterion- referenced measurement (Centre 
for the study of Evaluation Monograph Series in Evaluation, No. 3; pp. 47- 58). Cited in Frey, B. 
B.. and Vicki L. Schmitt (2007). Coming to terms with classroom assessment. Journal of 
Advanced Academics. 18 (3), pp. 402- 423. 
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planned formative assessments offer many advantages to a language learning classroom.  
Out of the six advantages that formative assessments offer listed below, the first four are 
taken from Cheng, Rogers, and Hu (2004: 383)164while the last two are adapted from 
Black and Jones (2006)165 
1. To monitor students’ progress and gather information about their strengths, weaknesses, 
goals, interests, etc. 
2. To group students. Possible ways of grouping include by ability, interest, learning style, 
student choice, HL/L2 status, etc. 
3. To motivate students to learn, for example, by appealing to their interests and attending 
to their affective needs; 
4. To help instructors diagnose their own teaching strengths and weaknesses; 
5. To plan activities that promote thinking and discussion, for example, by asking tutorial 
questions to help clarify a point that is difficult for students to grasp. 
6. To promote participation in class activities by all learners, for example, by helping 
students prepare for an upcoming activity by activating background knowledge and pre 
teaching vocabulary. 
 Carreira (2012: 103- 104)166 explains that in monitoring the ongoing learning formative 
assessments “concerns itself with not just what knowledge students have acquired, but 
also with how they acquire this knowledge during the course of instruction.” In this way, 
formative assessments raise the meta-linguistic awareness in students. Wei (2010167, 
                                                             
164 Cheng, L., T. Rogers and H. Hu (2004). ESL/EFL instructors’ classroom assessment 
practices: Purposes, methods, and procedures. Language Testing, 21(3),  pp. 360- 389.  
165 Black, P., and J. Jones (2006). Formative assessment and the learning and teaching of MFL: 
Sharing the language learning road map with the learners. Language Learning Journal, 34(1), pp. 
4-9. Cited in Carreira, M. M. (2012). Formative Assessment in HL teaching: Purposes, 
procedures, and practices. Heritage Language Journal, 9(1), pp.  100- 120. 
166 Carreira, M. M. (2012). Formative Assessment in HL Teaching: Purposes, procedures, and 
practices. Heritage Language Journal, 9(1) .pp. 100- 120. 
167 Wei, L. (2010). Formative assessment: Opportunities and challenges. Journal of Language 
Teaching and Research, 1(6), pp. 838- 841. Cited in  Carreira, M. M. (2012). Formative 
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2011)168 observes that formative assessment uplifts the language learners’ “intrinsic 
motivation, raises the self-esteem of low- achieving learners, increases students’ use of 
meta-cognitive strategies, and fosters independent learning.”    
Observation, peer feedback, self assessment, teacher-student conferencing, journaling, 
oral interviews, surveys and presentations are some of the ways through which formative 
assessment is monitored in a classroom. Grades and ranks are not given priority when 
students are assessed formatively.  
3.1.4.3.b   Summative Assessment 
Summative assessments are known as assessment of learning and take place at the end of 
an instruction to determine where students stand at the end of a semester or session. 
Students are given grades on their performances and their performances are often 
compared with other students of the same level and class. Summative assessments are 
formal in nature and their results are often reported to parents, school administrators, 
policy makers etc. Summative assessments are used for evaluating the effectiveness of 
instructional program and therefore, there consequences are high and seriously affect all 
those involved in it. Large scale standardized tests are summative evaluations of 
learners’ performances and course goals. Examples of summative assessments are final 
examinations, standardized State Tests, etc.  Broadly defined, summative assessments 
are of two types: Norm-referenced and criterion-referenced assessments.  
 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
assessment in HL teaching: Purposes, procedures, and practices. Heritage Language Journal, 
9(1), pp. 100- 120. 
168 Wei, L. (2011). Formative assessment in classrooms: Operational procedures. Journal of 
Language Learning and Research, 2(1), pp. 99- 103. Cited in Carreira, M, M. (2012). Formative 
assessment in HL teaching: Purposes, procedures, and practices. Heritage Language Journal, 
9(1), pp. 100- 120. 
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3.1.4.3.b.(i)    Norm-referenced assessment 
Norm-referenced assessment compares the student’s performance with others in a group 
of same level with similar training and experience. The results of such assessments are 
presented in the percentile ranks, scaled scores or grade-equivalent scores. 
3.1.4.3.b.(ii)  Criterion-referenced assessment 
Criterion-referenced assessment defines the students’ performances with respect to the 
criteria developed for assessing a task. Hence, the criterion to pass a test is pre- 
determined. Alkin (1974)169 defines criterion referenced assessments as “usually 
referenced to a performance objective or a behavioral objective”. Criterion based 
assessments efficiently measure students progress and success in the accomplishment of 
a task. Performance assessments, alternative assessments and portfolio assessments are 
criterion based. Examples of criterion referenced assessment are Driver’s License Test, 
FCAT (Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test) etc. 
3.1.4.3.c     Objective Assessment 
Objective or convergent assessments are the indirect forms of assessments where the 
sub-components of the writing skills are assessed and measured. Torrance and Pryor 
(1998: 153)170 states that convergent assessment aim to discover “whether the learner 
knows, understands or can do a predetermined thing”. Objective assessments are also 
known as Selected Response Item where there is one correct answer to each question. 
Examples of objective assessments are yes/no, true/false, matching, fill in the blanks etc. 
where the answers to every question is pre decided and a scoring key is created for every 
                                                             
169 Alkin, M. C. (1974). “Criterion- referenced measurement” and other such terms, in C. W. 
Harris, M.C. Alkin and W. J. Popham (Eds.), Problems in criterion- referenced measurement. 
Cited in Frey, B. B. and Vicki L. Schmitt (2007). Coming to terms with classroom assessment. 
Journal of Advanced Academics.18 (3). pp. 402- 423. 
170 Torrance, H. and J. Pryor (1998). Investing formative assessment. Cited in Carreira, M. M. 
(2012). Formative assessment in HL teaching: Purposes, procedures, and practices. Heritage 
Language Journal, 9, (1), pp. 100- 120. 
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assessment. They are reliable measures of students’ performance. Objective assessments 
do not require writers to do actual writing and computers usually score the answers. 
Objective assessments are easy to mark and score and do not require markers’ judgments 
in any way. However, constructing appropriate items is time consuming and some 
complex cognitive skills cannot be evaluated through this form of assessment.    
3.1.4.3.d     Subjective Assessment 
Subjective or divergent assessment, also known as direct assessment of writing measure 
complex cognitive skills involved in writing. There is no fixed, exact answer to the 
questions and both the testees and testers incorporate their views and judgments to the 
questions. Therefore, subjective assessments are often referred to as Constructed- 
Response Items. Essays, extended response questions, portfolios and dissertations etc. 
are some of the examples of subjective assessment. Subjective assessments enable the 
markers to gain deeper and authentic understanding of the cognitive processes of the 
writers.  
Their development is easy but their scoring is difficult as there is no fixed correct answer 
to the questions. Their face validity is high as they measure what they intend to measure 
but this does not confirms high reliability.  
3.1.4.3.e    Internal Assessment 
Internal assessments are set in the schools and the results are used within the schools and 
do not go beyond the school premises. School teachers mark and grade the assessments.  
3.1.4.3.f    External Assessment 
External assessments, on the other hand, are administered by the governing body. The 
results are used for analyzing each school’s performances and comparing and ranking 
them according to the results. Students are given grades with no feedback on their work.  
3.1.4.3.g    Formal assessment 
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Formal assessments are conducted to report the results of the students’ performances to 
their parents. They are summative in nature and students are given grades on their work. 
It is important to focus on the reliability and validity of the assessment instruments when 
assessing formally. Examples of Formal Assessment are SAT, ACT etc. 
3.1.4.3.h  Informal assessment 
The purpose of informal assessments is to inform teachers and students where the 
students stand in instruction. Informal assessments are conducted on an informal basis 
and can occur at the end of the unit to let teachers know how much students have 
understood each concept before moving on to next unit. In this way, they are formative 
in nature and direct teachers mode of teaching. Informal assessments are accompanied 
with feedback and no grades are given on students’ performances. Such assessments are 
very productive and fruitful in guiding teaching and learning in the classroom. Examples 
of such assessment are Review games and Quizzes. 
3.1.5 Assessment: A Facilitator in Teaching and Learning of Writing Skills 
With classroom pedagogy being shifted from product to process, the assessment has 
become an integral tool to promote teaching and learning of writing skills in a language 
classroom. The writing process has emphasized the importance of writers as responsible 
and not accountable for their work. Many new assessments like alternate assessments, 
authentic and performance assessments has replaced multiple-choice assessments which 
give more authority and liberty to students and makes the writing process more flexible 
and convenient. Such assessment practices have given a new dimension to the research 
in the assessment theory and practice. These contemporary approaches are realistic and 
useful in real life. Grades are no longer seen as parameters for judging the students 
ability in writing. Teachers assume a new role in helping and assessing the students in 
the entire writing process. Also, the students enjoy their new role as writers and 
collaborate with teachers and other students while composing. Portfolio assessment 
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which is a form of alternate assessment allows the students to make changes in their 
drafts through revisions and self assessment before the final product is ready for 
evaluation and grading. Such practices enable students to take charge of their own work 
and think critically looking beyond the superficial level of surface features. Assessment 
is no longer viewed as a hindrance to the writing classroom but assists in achieving the 
real writing goals.  
In a contemporary writing classroom, the role of assessment extends from the narrow 
practice of assigning grades to the inclusion of the students in the entire assessment 
process, thus informing them of the criteria and standards upon which they shall be 
judged. As a result, assessment now becomes an integral element of the process writing 
classroom promoting teaching and learning goals. Writing is now viewed as a non-linear 
collaborative activity using techniques like peer review and self-assessment.  
Classrooms that emphasize grades reduces writing as a dried linear activity in which 
students struggle to achieve grades and the real essence of writing is buried in the race to 
get better grades. When grades with no sound justification are equated with students’ 
ability in writing, then assessments loses its real worth. Students find no interest in 
exploring the writing process and consequently, the entire writing process suffers in the 
struggle to achieve grades.  
Current pedagogy, however, allows the students to discuss, share, decide and reflect 
upon their own work with others as they progress in writing. Writers learn to read and 
revise their own work by becoming their own audience in a particular context. 
Classroom techniques like peer-review, self-assessment, teacher-student conferencing, 
and portfolios etc. incorporate assessments in the daily writing classrooms. Huot (2002: 
69)171 uses the term “instructive evaluation” which ties the act of learning and teaching 
                                                             
171 Huot, B. (2002). (Re) Articulating writing assessment for teaching and learning. Logan: Uttah 
State University Press. 
 98 
to assessment. Instructive evaluation enables the students to involve in the assessment 
process since beginning. Students learn to write and assess their work keeping the 
purpose, audience and context in mind. Thus, assessment is not left at the end but as 
writing progresses assessment also takes place simultaneously.  Students, hence, revise 
while they assess. Students are informed of the scoring criteria before hand and direct 
their writing accordingly. Mostly, they participate in the creation of the scoring rubric 
and checklists to get the clearer picture of what the assessment demands from them.  
Sandra Murphy (1997)172 demonstrates how assessment can be used to improve writing 
in a three K-12 classrooms. In all the three classrooms, students are involved in the 
assessment process either by jointly creating scoring criteria with teachers to evaluate 
writing sample or generating list of statements about features of good writing. Thus, in 
all the three classes, students learn to write while they assess. Assessment, therefore, 
assists in learning the critical aspects about the writing process. (Huot: 2002). 
3.1.5.a     Alternative Assessment 
 Alternative assessments like performance and authentic assessments emphasizes on 
students’ strength instead of their weaknesses in a learner- centered classroom. Hamayan 
(1995: 213)173 defines alternative assessment as “procedures and techniques which can 
be used within the context of instruction and can be easily incorporated into the daily 
activities of the school or classroom.” Students perform tasks that are integrated, 
performance-based and interactive (group discussion, teacher- student conversation etc,) 
in nature. Alternative assessment triggers students complex thought processes and are 
exclusively performance based and criterion referenced. That is, they facilitate the 
learning of complex cognitive skills needed to produce a piece of writing in which, as 
                                                             
172 Murphy, S. (1997). Teachers and student: Reclaiming assessment via Portfolios, in K. B. 
Yancey and I. Weiser (Ed.). Situating Portfollios. Cited in Huot, B. (2002).  (Re.) Articulating 
writing assessment for teaching and learning. Logan: Utah State University Press. 
173 Hamayan, E. V. (1995). Approaches to alternative assessment. Annual Review of Applied 
Linguistics, 15. pp.  212-226. 
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Huerta- Macias (1995: 9)174 states, “students are evaluated on what they integrate and 
produce rather than on what they are able to recall and reproduce.” Thus, alternative 
assessment records the process as well as product of learning. 
 National Capital Language Resource Center (n.d.)175gives features of alternative 
assessment: 
 Assessment is based on authentic tasks that demonstrate learners' ability to 
 accomplish communication goals  
 Instructor and learners focus on communication, not on right and wrong answers 
 Learners help to set the criteria for successful completion of communication tasks 
 Learners have opportunities to assess themselves and their peers  
Carefully designed  tasks along with a rubric or rating scale explicitly stating the criteria 
for evaluation  is provided to the writers to give them guidelines to direct their learning 
and writing performance. The learners can also suggest points to teachers on which they 
want their work to be evaluated.  
Alternative assessments provide qualitative data usually in the form of comments that are 
subject to easy interpretation and understanding by parents and students themselves. In 
this way, parents understand how much their children have achieved in learning goals.  
Unlike traditional testing which focuses on objectivity, alternative assessment provides 
students with opportunities to involve at a personal level during the entire writing 
process. Implementing Alternative assessment gives an account of how student manages 
the composing process and what strategies they employ to arrive at a product. As 
Hamayan states (1995: 216) 176  “Through alternative assessment, it is possible to get a 
sense of how the learner manages a conversation with a peer, expresses him- or herself in 
                                                             
174 Huerta- Macias, A. (1995). Alternative assessment: Responses to commonly asked questions. 
TESOL Journal, 5, pp.  8-10.  
175 National Capital Language Resource Center (NCLRC). (n.d.). The essentials of language 
teaching. Retrieved Nov 15, 2012 from http://nclrc.org/essentials. 
176 Hamayan, E. V. (1995). Approaches to alternative assessment. Annual Review of Applied 
Linguistics, 15 pp. 212-226. 
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writing, or is able to conduct an experiment in science while working with English 
speaking peers in the classroom.”   
In evaluating students through alternative assessment the teachers modify and adjust 
their teaching suitable to the learners’ need and curriculum goals. Genesee and Hamayan 
(1994)177 explains “This process encourages the teachers to use the results to draw 
conclusions about instruction and not just about the learners…” [and gives] “teachers the 
power of assessment” (Hamayan, 1995: 216)178.   
Alternative assessment fosters self assessment and transforms classroom into an 
interactive setting with students discussing their work among themselves and with their 
teachers. Hence, students learn to write through communal and shared reflective 
discourse.  
Several procedures are used to record and analyze the students process and products in 
the classroom like writing samples, checklists, journals, diaries, inventories, portfolios, 
conferences, peer review, and self assessment etc.   
3.1.5.b     Performance Assessment  
Performance assessments have become quite popular in large scale testing. As Heck and 
Crislip (2001: 275)179 informs that “In 1998, 21 states used tests that included 
performance tasks”. They further reported that “By 1999, this number had increased to 
34 states”. Basically, performance based assessments, defined by Hibbard et al (1996)180, 
“represents a set of strategies for the … application of knowledge, skills, and work 
                                                             
177 Genesee, F. and E. V. Hamayan. (1994). Classroom-based assessment, in F. Genesee (ed.) 
Educating second language children. Cited in Hamayan, E. V. (1995). Approaches to alternative 
assessment. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 15. Pp.  212-226. 
178 Hamayan, E. V. (1995). Approaches to alternative assessment. Annual Review of Applied 
Linguistics, 15. Pp.  212-226. 
179 Heck, R. H. and Marian Crislip (2001). Direct and indirect writing assessments: Examining 
issues of equity and utility. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis. 23(3), pp- 275-292. 
180 Hibbard, K. M. et.al  (1996). A teacher’s guide to performance-based learning and 
assessment. Cited in Brualdi, A. (1998). Implementing performance assessment in the classroom. 
Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 6 (2). Retrived April 29, 2011 from http://PARE 
online. net/getvn.asp?v=6&n=2. 
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exhibits through the performance of tasks that are meaningful and engaging to students.”  
The tasks on performance assessments usually emulate real life situation resembling 
authentic assessments. However, not all performance assessments are authentic because 
for an assessment to be authentic, it is necessary that the tasks should resemble real life 
situation.  For example, if a student prepares a speech, he should be informed of the 
context and the intended audience before whom he would deliver it. In the absence of 
these two components, a speech would be just an utterance of words.     
As opposed to traditional multiple choice tests, performance assessment is based on the 
cognitive approach to learning fostering the acquisition of complex skills like problem-
solving, critical thinking, integration of knowledge that are heavily used in real world to 
succeed academically and professionally. Performance- based assessment requires 
students to demonstrate wide range of skills in completing a task that depicts their 
knowledge in thinking. Performance assessment covers a wide range from projects or 
group projects to essays or writing samples, oral presentations, interviews, and 
portfolios. Gipps (1994: 99)181 defines performance assessment as “a systematic attempt 
to measure a learner’s ability to use previously acquired knowledge in solving novel 
problems or completing specific tasks. In performance assessment, real life or simulated 
assessment exercises are used to elicit original responses, which are directly observed 
and rated by a qualified judge.” Arter (1999)182defines performance assessment as 
“assessment based on observation and judgement.” 
Performance assessments have large utility in the writing classrooms where such 
assessments monitor the ongoing progress that students make on a daily basis in a 
                                                             
181 Gipps, C. V. (1994). Beyond testing: Toward a theory of educational assessment. Cited in 
Cheng, L. (2005). Changing language teaching through language testing: A washback study. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
182 Arter, J. (1999). Teaching about performance assessment. Educational Measurement: Issues 
and Practice, 18 (2). Cited in Palm, T. (2008). Performance assessment and authentic 
assessment: A conceptual analysis of the literature. Practical Assessment, Research & 
Evaluation, 13 (4), pp 1-11. 
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writing classroom. They are a great source on which schools can improve their 
curriculum and instructional practices. Therefore, performance assessments have a direct 
impact upon the teaching and learning of writing skills. It not only yield benefits to 
students in enabling them to become successful writers but at the same time informs 
instruction, schools and policy makers to evaluate the success of their programs. They 
provide teachers with useful, ongoing diagnostic information regarding the students’ 
performance. Heck and Crislip (2001: 275)183 asserts that “proponents suggest that they 
provide teachers with a means of ongoing evaluation of student progress that is more 
closely linked to what is actually taught”. Teachers involved in scoring performance 
based tasks develop an insight of the standards of high quality work and direct their 
instruction to achieve them. Moss (1992)184 points out “This expanding interest in 
performance assessment reflects the growing consensus among educators about the 
impact of evaluation on what students learn and what teachers teach.” In this way, 
teachers have a role to play in assessment. Performance assessments enhances teachers’ 
curriculum responsibilities, as opposed to narrowing their responsibilities to emphasize 
on ‘teaching to the test’. (Darling-Hammond, Ancess, & Falk, 1995185; Darling- 
Hammond & Goodwin, 1993186; Firestone, Mayrowetz, & Fairman, 1998187; Garcia, 
1991188) 
                                                             
183 Heck, R. H. and Marian Crislip (2001). Direct and indirect writing assessments: Examining 
issues of equity and utility. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis. 23(3), pp- 275-292. 
184 Moss, P. A. (1992). Shifting conceptions of validity in educational measurement: Implications 
for performative assessment. Review of Educational Research 62.pp.  229- 258.Cited in Huot, B. 
(2002). (Re) Articulating writing assessment for teaching and learning. Logan: Utah State 
University Press. p.76. 
185 Darling- Hammond, L., J. Ancess, and B. Falk  (1995). Authentic assessment in action. New 
York: Teachers College Press. Cited in Heck, R. H., and Marian Crislip (2001). Direct and 
indirect writing assessments: Examining issues of equity and utility. Educational Evaluation and 
Policy Analysis. 23(3), pp. 275-292. 
186 Darling- Hammond, L., and Goodwin, L. (1993). Progress toward professionalism in 
teaching, in G. Kawelti (Ed.), Challenges and achievements of American Education. Alexandria, 
VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. Cited in Heck, R. H.,and 
Marian.Crislip (2001). Direct and indirect writing assessments: Examining issues of equity and 
utility. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis. 23(3), pp. 275-292. 
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There are many similarities between the three types of assessment: alternative, authentic 
and performance assessments. All of these types attempt to measure real learning in the 
context of curriculum goals. All provide diagnostic information to teachers on individual 
student’s learning. Students are taught to self assess their work incorporating revision, 
interaction, and reflection on their writing. Students are given the evaluation criteria in 
advance to equip themselves with the desired learning on which their performance shall 
be judged. However, when performance assessments are used for large scale testing it 
becomes important to ensure their reliability and validity and to guard them from any 
sort of biasness or unfair use. Incorporating performance assessment along with multiple 
choice techniques in large scale tests can also be done to harvest the maximum benefits 
that both type of tests offer. 
3.1.5.c    Portfolio Assessment 
Northwest Evaluation Association (1991)189 defines portfolio as a “purpose collection of 
student works that depicts to the student (and/ or other) the student’s efforts, progress, or 
achievement in a given area.” A writing portfolio provides a far reliable and clear picture 
of a student’s writing ability than can be depicted by a single writing sample. It is a 
collection of student’s writing containing finished products and previous drafts written 
on different topics and genres often left upon the students to choose themselves to 
include in a portfolio.  Therefore, collection, selection and reflection are the three key 
activities that students involve themselves in compiling a portfolio. The students select 
their topics, genres and drafts to be included in a portfolio after much reflection and 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
187Firestone, W., D. Mayrowetz, and J. Fairman (1998). Performance-based assessment and 
instructional change: The effects of testing in Maine and Maryland. Educational Evaluation and 
Policy Analysis, 30. Cited in Heck, R. H., and Marian Crislip (2001). Direct and indirect writing 
assessments: Examining issues of equity and utility. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis. 
23(3), pp.  275-292. 
188 Garcia, G. (1991). Factors influencing the English reading test performance of Spanish- 
speaking Hispansic students. Reading Research Quarterly, 26, pp. 371-392.   
189 North West Evaluation Association (1991). “Portfolios”. Portfolio News 2(3). Cited in 
Weigle, S. C. (2002).  Assessing writing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. p.198. 
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thinking. According to Barton and Collins (1997)190 there are some defining 
characteristics of portfolio assessment as multi sourced, authentic, dynamic, explicit, 
integrated, ownership-based and multi purposed. Discussing the activities and the kind of 
writing that is incorporated into a portfolio, Camp (1990)191 lists some essential features 
of portfolio assessment, which are “multiple samples of classroom writing, preferably 
collected over a sustained period of time; evidence of the processes and strategies that 
students use in creating at least some of those pieces of writing; evidence of the extent to 
which students are aware of the processes and strategies they use in writing and of their 
development as writers.”  
A portfolio contains a reflective piece at the very beginning which introduces the 
portfolio to the audience. In a reflective piece, the writer gives an account of his journey 
in compiling a portfolio. Further, it informs the reader of the topics, contents, 
arrangements and the processes that the writer has employed in delivering the finished 
products. It marks the journey of a learner becoming a writer.  Hamp-Lyons and Condon 
(2000)192 realizes the importance of a reflective piece of writing as “everything that we 
have read about how and why portfolios work successfully, as pedagogical tools, teacher 
development tools and as assessment tools, teaches that without reflection all we have is 
simply a pile, or a large folder.”  
                                                             
190 Barton, J. and A. Collins (1997). Portfolio assessment: A handbook for educators. Cited in 
Sewell, M., Mary Marczak and Melanie Horn (nd).  The use of portfolio assessment in 
evaluation. file//H:/USE%200F%20PORTFOLIOS%20IN%20EVALUATION.htm. (retrieved 
on 13/3/2009) 
191 Camp, R. (1990). Thinking together about portfolios. Cited in Freedman, S. W. (1993) 
Linking large-scale testing and classroom portfolio assessments of student writing. Educational 
Assessment, 1(1) pp. 27-52. 
192 Hamp-Lyons, L. and  N. Condon  (2000). Assessing the portfolio: Principles for practice 
theory and research. Cited in Weigle, S. C. (2002).  Assessing writing. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. p. 200. 
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Murphy and Smith (1990: 2)193 lists some wh-questions which are necessary in 
developing a portfolio project: “who selects what goes into the portfolio?” “what goes 
into the portfolio?” “how much should be included?” “what might be done with the 
portfolio?” “who hears about the results?” “what provisions might be made for revising 
the portfolio program?” 
The main focus of a portfolio assessment is on the student’s achievement as a writer. 
Students are taught to give priority to their writing skills and improve their ability as 
writers with grades occupying a secondary position. Grades are often delayed at the end 
when the portfolio is submitted for evaluation. The students are taught to concentrate on 
producing meaningful texts in a context. Students learn to write texts for a particular 
audience. Again, like alternative and other performance assessments, portfolio 
assessments focus on creativity and critical thinking. In an effort to re-write a previous 
written draft, the student ponders over her work.  
As opposed to multiple-choice impromptu tests where students get no valid chance to 
write, portfolio assessments nurture the habit of writing in students by constantly 
revising and re-writing drafts. Students realize that writing is a skill that can be mastered 
only by writing and re-writing. It is not a vague activity. Techniques like peer-review, 
self assessment, group discussion, revision, and reflection enables them to work on the 
loop holes and develop a deeper understanding of the whole process of writing. Thus, 
portfolio assessments expand the dimension of students’ role by involving them actively 
in various evaluative decisions of their own work as well as their peers and making 
constant changes accordingly. In this way, portfolios lend students authority and 
ownership over their work making them responsible for what they learn and how they 
demonstrate this learning in performances.  
                                                             
193 Murphy, S. and Mary A. Smith (1990). Talking about portfolios: The Quarterly of the 
National Writing Project and the Center for the Study of Writing. 12( 2), pp. 1-3. 
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The writing teachers, on the other hand, get ample amount of time to divert their 
attention in allotting grades and ranks to students’ work to concentrate on meaningful 
and fruitful instruction. It informs teachers of the students’ levels and needs. The 
students and teachers collaborate in an effort to produce rich, meaningful texts. The 
teachers not just rely on finished products but understand the students’ development as 
writers. Teachers peep into the mental processes of their students while they write. In 
this way, portfolios become an integral part of classroom instruction rather than a 
separate, discrete activity.  
Portfolio assessments are fairly common in first language settings where they are used 
for internal and external purpose. Not just at the classroom level, portfolio assessments 
yield rich dividends in large scale assessments where stakes are quite high. Portfolio 
assessments can be used for various purposes like comparing schools’ progress over 
time, evaluating curriculum, and certifying students for their achievement in writing, etc. 
Portfolios can serve as a great link between large scale standardized tests and classroom 
assessments. For example, The Vermont Writing Assessment provides a comprehensive 
and state wide evaluation of writing through portfolios produced under both natural and 
testing conditions. The General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) in Britain is 
an example of Nationwide use of portfolio assessment to evaluate school programs and 
individual students. 
However, there are some serious problems associated with their implementation and 
scoring. Portfolios rely more on qualitative data than quantitative representation which 
means that it is difficult to grade portfolios. Additionally, portfolios require students to 
write on topics and genre of their choice. This means that often students write on 
different and varied topics posing a problem to create a separate rubric for each task. 
This is not only tiring and exhaustive but equally costly. This can even open ways for 
inconsistency in scoring making the results unreliable. 
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3.1.5.d     Authentic Assessment  
Authentic assessment, like portfolio assessment is a kind of performance assessment 
where the writing tasks resemble real life scenarios. Writing academic papers, 
conducting research, diary writing, letter writing, and collaborating with others in a 
debate, report, etc. are some tasks comprising authentic assessment. Archbald and 
Newmann (1988)194 were the first to have made use of the term “authentic” in the 
context of learning and assessment. They emphasized that assessment should measure 
meaningful and valuable forms of mastery. The forms of mastery are the intellectual 
quality that each learner uses at his capability to construct a response. Newmann 
(1997)195 informs that authentic assessment imparts “aesthetic, utilitarian, or personal 
value apart from documenting the competence of the learner.” Thus, the performance on 
the task has value beyond the classroom and is applicable in real- world use.  
 The tasks used in authentic assessments are valid inferences of students’ learning. Baker 
and O’ Neil (1994)196 explains that highly construct valid tasks “intended to be 
inherently valuable to students, either immediately or because they can see its longer-
term connection to an important goal” ensure authenticity in assessment. 
According to Wiggins (1990)197, the aim of authentic assessment is to: 
1. make students successful learners with acquired knowledge 
                                                             
194 Archbald, D. A. and F.M. Newmann (1988). Beyond standardized testing: Assessing authentic 
academic achievement in the secondary school. Cited in Palm, T. (2008). Performance 
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www.ntu.edu.vn/ portals/96/Tu lieu tham khao/phuong phap danh gia/authentic assessment 2.pdf 
 108 
2. provide students with a full range of skills (e.g., research, writing, revising, oral 
skills, debating, and other critical thinking skills) 
3. demonstrate  whether the student can generate full and valid answers in relation to 
the task or challenge at hand 
4. provide reliability by offering suitable and standardized criteria for scoring such 
tasks and challenges 
5. give students the chance to ‘rehearse’ critical thinking in achieving success in their 
future adult and professional lives 
6. allow for assessment that meets the needs of the learners by giving authenticity and 
usefulness to results while allowing students greater potential for improving their 
learning and teachers more flexibility in instruction. 
 Bridges (1995)198 gives six principles of Authentic Assessment which are as:  
1. Authentic assessment is continuous, informing every aspect of instruction and 
curriculum building. As they engage in authentic assessment, teachers discover and 
learn what to teach as well as how and when to teach them.  
2. Authentic assessment is an integral part of the curriculum. Children are assessed 
while they are involved with classroom learning experiences, not just before or after 
a unit through pre or post tests. 
3. Authentic assessment is developmentally and culturally appropriate.  
4. Authentic assessment focuses on students’ strengths. Teachers assess what students 
can do, what they know, and how they can use what they know to learn.  
5. Authentic assessment recognizes that the most important evaluation is self 
evaluation. Students and teachers need to understand why they are doing what they 
are doing so that they may have some sense of their own success and growth.  
                                                             
198 Bridges, L. (1995). Assessment: Continuous learning. Retrieved from 
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 109 
6. Authentic assessment invites active collaboration between teachers, students and 
parents work together to reflect and assess learning. 
Authentic assessments are criterion-referenced assessments as students’ performances 
are measured against a set of pre- determined criteria. The criteria are reported to 
students in advance to prepare themselves along with the guidelines. Self assessment is 
built into authentic assessment. Costa and Kallick (1992)199 suggest that, “We must 
constantly remind ourselves that the ultimate purpose of evaluation is to have students 
become self-evaluating.” Also, authentic assessment provides constructive feed back to 
students and informs instruction and learning. Schack (1994)200  points out that authentic 
assessment “give students both feedback upon completion” and also “guide their work 
along the way”. Additionally, authentic assessment have the potential to actively engage 
students through knowledge application, problem solving, self assessment and motivate 
them for further learning goals.  
3.1.6     Place of Communicative Competence in Language Assessment 
3.1.6.1   Language Assessment and Competence 
Language assessment is concerned with the measurement of language proficiency of 
learners. Over the years several models have been developed defining the components of 
language proficiency that need to be focused in testing. Beginning with Chomsky’s 
concept of competence, many developments and research has taken place to explore 
what competencies to assess and ways to assess them while covering wide and broad 
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views encompassing grammatical and linguistic component to include sociolinguistic, 
cognitive, and meta cognitive abilities necessary for effective communication in real life. 
The concept of competence in the linguistic discourse was introduced by Chomsky in his 
very influential book Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. Chomsky (1965: 3)201 introduced 
the concept of competence in the following words- 
“Linguistic theory was primarily concerned with an ideal speaker-listener, in a 
completely homogeneous speech community, who knows its language perfectly and is 
unaffected by such grammatically irrelevant conditions as memory-limitations, 
distractions, shifts of attention and interest, and errors (random or characteristic) in 
applying his knowledge of the language in actual performance.” 
  Chomsky made a fundamental distinction between competence and performance. In 
other words, competence is the interactant’s knowledge of the language while 
performance is the implication of the knowledge in actual and concrete situations.  
3.1.6.2     Hymes’ Communicative Competence  
Hymes (1972) added the “communicative” element in Chomsky’s notion of 
“competence” and defined it in much broader terms. Thus, Hymes (1972)202 model of 
communicative competence comprised of the “rules of use without which the rules of 
grammar would be useless. Just as rules of syntax can control aspects phonology, and 
just as rules of semantics perhaps control aspects of syntax, so rules of speech acts enter 
as a controlling factor for linguistic form as a whole.” Hymes framework of 
communicative competence consisted of grammatical competence as well as 
sociolinguistic competence. Language is not used in a vacuum but operates in a variety 
of communicative events and contexts. Hymes explained communicative competence in 
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terms of appropriate and varied social contexts thus, adding sociolinguistic perspective to 
Chomsky’s linguistic view of competence. Hymes (1972)203 explains the importance of 
this newly introduced sociolinguistic component as: 
 “We have then to account for the fact that a normal child acquires knowledge of 
sentences, not only as grammatical, but also as appropriate.  He or she acquires 
competence as to when to speak, when not and as to what to talk to about with whom, 
when, where, in what manner.” 
Hymes’s pioneering work became a guideline on which many researchers (e.g. Canale 
and Swain (1980), Canale (1983), Widdowson (1983), Bachman and Palmer (1996), 
Savignon (1972) etc.) developed and elaborated their models of communicative 
competence.  
3.1.6.3    Widdowson’s Competence and Capacity  
Widdowson (1983) defined communicative competence in terms of competence and 
capacity. Competence consisted of knowledge of the grammatical and sociolinguistic 
conventions of the language user. Capacity, on the other hand, was defined as the ability 
of the language user to apply the linguistic or socio linguistic knowledge in meaningful 
contexts. Widdowson (1983: 27)204 views capacity as distinct from competence that 
works as “an active force for continuing creativity, i.e. a force for the realization of what 
Halliday called the ‘meaning potential’. Widdowson, thus focalized on performance or 
real language use.  
3.1.6.4     Canale and Swain’s (1980) Communicative Competence Framework 
Canale and Swain (1980) further contributed to the notion of communicative competence 
when they introduced the concept of strategic competence to Hymes’s communicative 
                                                             
203 Hymes, D. (1972). Models of the interaction of language and social life. Cited in Gumperz, J. 
J. and D. Hymes (eds.). Directions in Sociolinguistics: The ethnography of communication. New 
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.  
204.Widdowson, H. G. (1983). Learning purpose and language use. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press.  
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competence model. So, Canale and Swain’s (1980) communicative competence 
framework includes linguistic/language competence, sociolinguistic competence and 
strategic competence. Canale and Swain (1980)205 defined communicative competence as 
“the interaction between grammatical competence, or knowledge of the rules of 
grammar, and sociolinguistic competence, or knowledge of the rules of language use”. 
Canale (1983: 5)206 described communicative competence as “the underlying system of 
knowledge and skill required for communication.” The grammatical competence, thus, 
comprises the knowledge of the vocabulary, morphology, syntactic rules, word and 
sentence level semantics, and phonology. The sociolinguistic competence is the ability to 
imply grammatical knowledge in producing utterances in appropriate sociocultural 
contexts. It is the skill of the language user to apply the rules of discourse (cohesion and 
coherence) to create meaningful utterances in a given communicative situations. The 
strategic competence, according to Canale and Swain (1980), occupies a compensatory 
role in case the language user runs short of linguistic competence in communicating a 
message. Canale and Swain (1980)207 define strategic competence as “Strategic 
competence… will be made up of verbal and non-verbal communication strategies that 
may be called into action to compensate for breakdowns in communication due to 
performance variables or to insufficient competence.”  These potential breakdowns in 
communication are, according to Canale and Swain (1980: 10)208, a result of the 
“limiting conditions in actual communication or insufficient competence in or more of 
                                                             
205 Canale, M. and M. Swain (1980). Theoretical basis of communicative approaches to second 
language teaching and testing. Applied Linguistics, 1(1), pp.  1- 47.  
206 Canale, M. (1983 ). From communicative competence to communicative language pedagogy. 
Cited in Richards, J. C., and R. Schmidt (eds.). Language and Communication, London: 
Longman, pp. 2-27.  
207 Canale, M. and M. Swain (1980). Theoretical bases of communicative approaches to second- 
language teaching and testing. Applied Linguistics, 1(1),  pp. 1- 47.  
208 Canale, M. and  M. Swain (1980).  Theoretical bases of communicative approaches to second- 
language teaching and testing. Applied Linguistics, 1 (1), pp. 1- 47.  
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the other areas of communicative competence, and to enhance the effectiveness of 
communication”. 
3.1.6.5    Canale’s (1983) Extension 
Canale (1983) extended their model of Canale and Swain (1980) by making a distinction 
between sociolinguistic competence and discourse competence. According to Canale 
(1983: 9)209, discourse competence is the “mastery of how to combine grammatical 
forms and meanings to achieve a unified and spoken and written text in different genres. 
Unity of text is achieved through cohesion in form and coherence in meaning.” 
Redefining their previous definition of strategic competence, Canale (1983: 11)210 
mentioned that strategic competence “enhance the effectiveness of communication” 
along with compensating for break downs in communication. 
3.1.6.6 Bachman’s (1990) Components of Language Competence 
All the above mentioned models provided a sound base on which researchers such as 
Bachman (1990), Bachman and Palmer (1996)211 developed their concept of 
communicative competence. Bachman (1990:84)212 explains communicative competence 
as “consisting of both knowledge, or competence, and the capacity for implementing, or 
executing that competence in appropriate, contextualized communicative language use.” 
Communicative competence model consisted of three components: Language 
competence, Sociolinguistic competence and Psychophysiological mechanisms. 
                                                             
209 Canale, M. (1983). From communicative competence to communicative language pedagogy. 
Cited in Richards, J. C. and R. Schmidt (eds.). Language and Communication. London: 
Longman,  pp. 2-27. 
210 Canale, M. (1983). From communicative competence to communicative language pedagogy. 
Cited in Richards, J. C. and R. Schmidt (eds.). Language and Communication. London: 
Longman, pp.  2- 27.  
211 Bachman, L. F.  and A. S. Palmer (1996). Language testing in practice. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 
212 Bachman, L. F. (1990). Fundamental considerations in language testing. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press.  
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Bachman (1990:84)213 defines language competence as “a set of components that are 
utilized in communication via language”. He divided the language competence into 
organizational competence and pragmatic competence in which the organizational 
competence comprises “abilities involved in controlling the formal structure of language 
for producing or recognizing grammatically correct sentences, comprehending their 
prepositional content, and ordering them to form texts”. (Bachman, 1990: 85)214  
Organizational competence involves grammatical competence (e.g. knowledge of 
vocabulary, morphology, syntactic patterns, phonology and morphology) and textual 
competence (knowledge of rules of cohesion and rhetorical organization) to combine 
utterances into meaningful texts. According to Bachman (1990: 89 - 90),215 pragmatic 
competence is “the relationships between utterances and the acts of functions that 
speakers (or writers) intend to perform through these utterances, which can be called the 
illocutionary force of utterances, and the characteristic of the context of language use that 
determine the appropriateness of utterances.” Bachman (1990: 90)216 breaks pragmatic 
competence into illocutionary competence, that is, “knowledge of the pragmatic 
conventions for performing acceptable language functions” and sociolinguistic 
competence. He further explains that sociolinguistic competence is, “the sensitivity to or 
control of the conventions of language use that are determined by the features of the 
specific language use context; it enables us to perform language functions in ways that 
are appropriate to that context” (Bachman,1990: 90).217 Illocutionary competence 
                                                             
213 Bachman, L. F. (1990). Fundamental considerations in language testing. Oxford: Oxford 
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University Press.  
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216 Bachman, L. F. (1990). Fundamental considerations in language testing. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press.  
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comprises ideational, manipulative, heuristic and imaginative functions. Sociolinguistic 
competence is the sensitivity to the differences in dialect, or register, naturalness and the 
ability to interpret cultural references and figures of speech. The psychophysiological 
mechanisms are the auditory/visual channels and the receptive/productive mode as 
employed by the language user (speaker or writer) in a context.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4: Components of Language Competence  
( Source: Bachman, 1990, p. 87). 
Bachman (1990) model places central importance to strategic competence. The role of 
strategic competence is many folds. It links the language user’s language competence to 
his knowledge of the world in a communicative event. Strategic competence is defined in 
terms of three components: Assessment, Planning and Execution. Assessment 
component is an area where language user searches for relevant information to achieve a 
communicative goal in a situation. Having made use of available language competencies, 
the language user evaluates how much he has achieved this goal. Bachman (1990: 
101)218 notes that the planning component “retrieves relevant items from language 
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competence and formulates a plan whose realization is expected to achieve the 
communicative goal,” while the execution component “draws on the relevant 
psychophysiological mechanisms to implement the modality and channel appropriate to 
the communicative goal and the context”. 
3.1.6.7  Bachman and Palmer (1996) Model of Communicative Language Ability 
Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) model is an extention of Bachman’s (1990) model. The 
model of Communicative Language Ability included both strategic competence and 
affective schemata which has a role in shaping writer’s response to a task. 
 
Figure 5: Bachman and Palmer's (1996) model 
 (Source: Bachman and Palmer, 1996) 
 Bachman and Palmer (1996: 70)219 defined strategic competence as “set of 
metacognitive components or strategies, which can be thought of as higher order 
executive processes that provide a cognitive management function in language use, as 
well as in other cognitive activities. Using language involves the language user’s topical 
knowledge and affective schemata […].What makes language use possible is the 
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integration of all of these components as language users create and interpret discourse in 
situationally appropriate ways.”  
3.1. 6.7.(a)   Metacognitive components in Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) model 
Metacognitive components operate as underlying and generalized capacities or areas, 
that is, goal setting, assessment and planning. In goal setting component of 
metacognitive strategies, the language user identifies chooses one or more tasks from the 
identified set of tasks and decides whether or not to attempt to complete them. 
Assessment is a means which relates topical knowledge with language knowledge to the 
testing situation in which language use occurs.  
3.1.6.7.(b)   Affective Schemata 
Affective schemata or the individual’s affective response to complete a particular task is 
also a sub-component of assessment. Affective schemata relates to topical knowledge. In 
other words, topical knowledge can trigger the affective response of an individual to a 
task and can be either positive or negative. Therefore, affective schemata, according to 
Bachman and Palmer (1996: 65)220, is the “affective or emotional correlates of topical 
knowledge”.  The planning component involves the language user’s decision concerning 
how to make use of the language knowledge, topical knowledge and affective schemata 
in order to complete the test task in a successful manner. The planning component, 
therefore, takes into consideration how to combine the available elements to produce an 
effective response, which can be seen in Figure 6 given below 
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Figure 6: Metacognitve strategies in language use and language test performance  
(Source: Bachman and Palmer, 1996: 72) 
As the figure depicts, after using the available resources the language user formulates a 
plan of how to utilize the available topical knowledge, language competencies and 
affective schemata (discovered in the assessment component) to create an appropriate 
response to a task.  Bachman & Palmer (1996)221 points out that planning thus, takes into 
account the following three considerations: 
(a) the retrieval of the relevant items from linguistic and topical knowledge, (for 
example, concepts, words, structures, functions) that will be used in a plan, 
(b) formulation of one or more plans for responding to the task, and 
(c) the selection of one plan for initial implementation in a response 
Not only these models define communicative competence, but other researchers have 
also attempted to understand this concept as relevant in assessment and testing. Two 
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important models in this context are developed by Celce-Murcia et al (1995) and 
Savignon (1983)222.  
3.1.6.8     Celec-Murcia et al’s (1995) Model 
Celec-Murcia et al (1995) model is an extention of the previous models on 
communicative competence. Celce-Murcia et al model displayed the interaction among 
components involved in communicative competence. In this model, new components 
have been added and the previous components have been redefined and thoroughly 
explained. Celce-Murcia et al (1995: 6)223 model was an effort to give “a detailed 
description of what communicative competence entails in order to use the sub-
components as a content base in syllabus design”. 
Celce-Murcia et al (1995) model have made terminological changes in the previous 
models. That is, grammatical competence was relabeled as linguistic competence to 
include knowledge of phonetics, lexis, morphology and syntax. Likewise, sociolinguistic 
competence was replaced by socio-cultural competence to expand its domain including 
stylistic appropriateness like politeness strategies, genre and register variations. Also, 
contextual factors like participant’s age, gender, previous contact with the target 
language, relationship with other participants etc. are added. It is important for the 
speaker to know something of the culture in which the target language is spoken. This 
knowledge comprises the knowledge of the dialects, registers, collocations attached with 
certain words etc. 
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Discourse competence is a central component in Celce-Murcia et al (1995) model and 
interacts with other components. Celce- Murcia et al (1995: 13)224 defines that discourse 
competence implies the “selection, sequencing, and arrangement of words, structures, 
and utterances to achieve a unified spoken or written text”. Here, the linguistic 
knowledge and sociocultural conventions interact with each other to produce meaningful, 
context based utterances and speech acts. Discourse competence reunites cohesion of 
form and coherence in meaning along with the knowledge of generic structure to identify 
an oral discourse as a conversation, narrative, lecture etc. Also, unlike Bachman and 
Palmer (1996) model, Celce-Murcia et al (1995) model does not deal with topical 
knowledge and affective factors as subareas of its discourse competence. 
Celce-Murcia et al (1995) model differs from other models as it also includes formulaic 
competence and interactional competence. According to Sadiq (2010: 31)225, formulaic 
competences are “those fixed and made up chunks of language that speakers use heavily 
in every day interactions”. These include making use of fixed phrases, collocations, 
idioms etc. Celce- Murcia et al (2007) revised framework includes actional competence 
as a sub component of interactional competence. Actional competence is the ability to 
relate speech acts to perform functions of interpersonal exchanges (i.e. greetings, making 
introductions etc.), expressing feelings and opinions, dealing with problems (e.g. 
blaming, apologizing, criticizing etc) and future scenarios (e.g. goals, predictions, hopes 
etc.). Interactional competence marks the significance of the non-verbal or para-linguistic 
features of language that are used for communicative purposes. These para-linguistic 
features include body language (kinesics), eye-contact, gestures, silence and pauses. 
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Like other models, strategic competence is also a part of Celce-Murcia et al (1995) 
model. Strategic competence comprises of cognitive skills like logic and analysis to learn 
a new language. Meta-cognitive strategies are used for planning and self-evaluating 
one’s own progress in learning a target language. Peer feedback and teacher correction 
enable learners to look into their loopholes to avoid errors while learning a new 
language. Also mentioned are communication strategies comprising achievement 
strategies such as circumlocution, code switching. Stalling and self-monitoring strategies 
which too are a part of communication strategies include steps like repair and rephrasing 
for better comprehension of the message. 
3.1.6.9     Savignon’s Model  
Another important model was developed by Sandra Savignon. Communicative 
competence, according to Savignon (1983)226 is “the ability to function in a truly 
communicative setting- that is a dynamic exchange in which language competence must 
adapt itself to the total information input, both linguistic and paralinguistic of one or 
more interlocutors. Apart from grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse and strategic 
competence, Savignon highlighted paralinguistic features like facial expression and 
gestures. 
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Figure 7: Savignon's (1997) model 
(Source: Beckman,2005: 121.) 
Savignon Communicative Competence model included six important aspects. The first is 
the risk factor involved in communicating in a foreign language. Then, she recognized 
the fact that communicative competence not only be understood in spoken or oral context 
but writing ability also involves communicative competence. Also, the appropriateness 
of context in which a speech event takes place is important for the language user. Hence, 
the language user should make appropriate register and stylistic choices in relation to the 
situation and other participants involved in a speech act. Further, Savignon (1983)227 
informs that “only performance is observable as it is only performance that competence 
can be developed, maintained, and evaluated.” According to her, Communicative 
Competence is relative, not absolute as it involves various variables in it. Finally, owing 
to its relativeness, the degree to which it is developed, maintained and executed is 
difficult to measure and account for.  
 
                                                             
227 Savignon, S. (1983). Communicative Competence: Theory and classroom practice. . Texts 
and contexts in second language learning. Reading, Massachusetts Addison-Wesley Publishing 
Company. Cited in Sadiq, H. M. (2010). A study of senior university students’ communicative 
competence. Unpublished MA Thesis. Salahaddin University. p. 34 
 
 
 123 
3.2 Evaluation 
Teachers take necessary decisions to built connections between course objectives as 
specified in curriculum, students’ needs and abilities discovered during assessment, and 
assessment tools, and methods of instruction. The evaluation in a classroom is a cyclical 
process consisting of four phases: 
3.2.1 Phases in Evaluation 
Phase 1: The Preparation Phase 
Stage one can be given the label preparation phase as teachers plan and make important 
decisions regarding the ways evaluation shall be conducted in the classroom. Teachers 
decide the major goals and objectives of the assessment (i.e. what skills they want 
students to demonstrate in the assessment task? etc.), the type of assessment to be used to 
serve the purpose (if the purpose is to diagnose the strengths and weaknesses in a 
particular writing area, a diagnostic test will serve the purpose; if the aim is to report the 
performance to parents and guardians, a summative assessment providing a grade will fit 
the requirement), the creation and development of explicit criteria communicating 
learning and assessment objectives to the students and others, selecting appropriate 
assessment tools that would elicit and measure the desired performance in writing etc. 
are some concerns of this stage. Hence, this stage guides and monitors the entire 
evaluation process till the end and, therefore decisions regarding them should be 
carefully made. 
Phase 2: The Assessment Phase 
The assessment phase is the implementation of the preparation phase in the classroom 
and assessment process. Students perform on a task developed using an appropriate 
assessment instrument. The students’ performances are assessed against standard criteria 
developed and provided to students in advance. The performance elicited in this phase is 
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the base of gathering necessary information on which evaluative judgments are made. 
The assessment phase leads to the third phase of the evaluation at the classroom level. 
Phase 3: The Evaluation Phase 
The information gathered in the assessment phase is analyzed and interpreted and many 
important evaluative judgments regarding curriculum and instruction, course objectives, 
and students’ progress etc. are made. The results are reported in the form of grades and 
scores to parents, guardians, school administration and, students themselves. 
Phase 4: The Reflection Phase 
The teachers reflect on whether the previous three stages have been effectively 
implemented or not. Specifically, the appropriateness and utility of assessment tool is 
analyzed and evaluated for future assessments. Reflections provide a strong base on 
which teachers make important decisions concerning instruction, curriculum, and the 
future learning goals. 
3.3 Assessment and Evaluation: Differences 
Assessment and Evaluation are the central components in the educational system 
yielding useful and valuable information at the individual and program level. In the 
educational context, they are often used interchangeably. However, not rejecting the fact 
that there are some potential similarities in both the processes, they often serve different 
purposes and yield different informations. Beginning with definitions, Fenton (1996)228 
states that “Assessment is the collection of relevant information that may be relied on for 
making decisions. Evaluation is the application of a standard and a decision – making 
system to assessment data to produce judgments about the amount and adequacy of the 
learning that has taken place.” Assessment, therefore, is the system of gathering useful, 
purposeful and systematic evidence of what students can do. Evaluation, on the other 
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assessment.defined 
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hand, includes analysis and reflection of the data collection using assessment tools to 
inform individuals and programs to make crucial decisions. Evaluation is a more 
complex activity and covers assessment within it. 
Assessment is regularly carried out in a classroom, whereas decisions of evaluation are 
assessment driven. Teachers are continuously engaged in the assessment and evaluation 
of their students’ knowledge, skills, and attitude in a language classroom. Therefore, 
assessment is related to observation of students’ performances using variety of 
techniques like teacher-student conferencing, peer evaluation, portfolios, performance 
assessments, oral and written products etc. Evaluation, in contrast, is the act of 
interpreting the information after careful reflection and analysis of data gathered from 
assessment techniques. In short, information is gathered effectively on a continuous basis 
through assessments, whereas evaluations are final and focus on decision- making 
process and occurs at the end of a course or program. 
One more distinguishing feature is their time of occurrence in the classroom. 
Assessments are continuous, ongoing, and reflective and inform learning and instruction 
throughout the course or program, whereas evaluations are summative and take place at 
the end of a course, or program. 
Additionally, assessments provide useful and timely feedback to students informing their 
progress in learning. The feedback provided is descriptive and qualitative in nature. In 
doing so, assessment becomes an interactive process between teachers and students 
encouraging discussions, self-assessments, and reflections on the feedback given by 
teachers guiding their future learning and informing teachers where instruction needs to 
be tailored and the areas of learning that need more attention and instruction. 
Assessment, therefore, guides and plans strategies that teachers employ in a classroom 
making their instruction more effective and planned. Information obtained through 
assessment is learner centered, course based, anonymous and grade free. Assessments 
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have the potential to provide the most accurate picture of a student’s progress as he 
develops in learning language skills. Assessments therefore, serve the diagnostic 
purpose. Evaluations, on the other hand, are judgmental in viewing a work or program. It 
judges the level of actual quality of a student’s performance or program. It is not 
concerned with the delivery of the diagnostic information to parents and students and 
policy makers. It does not give qualitative feedback on student’s performance rather 
assigns a grade or score. Often grades are accompanied with evaluative comments like 
“good”, “excellent”, and “pass”, “terrible” or “unsatisfactory”. 
In assessment the performer is the centre of attention, whereas in evaluation, it is the 
observer who monitors the entire evaluative process by giving judgment. Assessment in 
that sense becomes the process of improvement, while evaluation deals with the 
judgment of a student work, course, or program. 
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 Assessment Evaluation 
What is the purpose To improve the quality of 
future performances 
To determine the quality of 
the present performance 
Who requests it? Assessee Client 
Who performs? Assessee Evaluatee 
Who observes the 
performance? 
Assessor Evaluator 
Who sets criteria? Assessee and assessor  Client (with possible 
consultation with the 
evaluator) 
Who uses the information? Assessee (in future 
performances) 
Client (to make decisions) 
When can feed-back occur? During or after a 
performance 
During or after a 
performance 
On what is feedback based? Observations; and strongest 
and weakest points 
Level of quality based on a 
set standard 
What is included in the 
report? 
What made the quality of 
the performance strong; and 
how might one improve 
future performances 
The quality of the 
performance, often 
compared to set standards 
Who receives the report? Assessee Client 
How is the report used To improve performance To make judgments 
 
Table 2: Differences between Processes of Assessment and Evaluation 
(Source: Baehr (nd): 442)
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Figure 8: Assessment and Evaluation compared 
(Source: Baehr (nd): 443) 
Irrespective of their purposes both assessment and evaluation should link themselves 
with the curriculum objectives and instructional practices and define educational process 
in their own ways. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
METHODOLOGY 
 
4.0 Location of the Present Study 
Aligarh is an educational town situated in the state of Uttar Pradesh, India. The 
historical, world renowned Aligarh Muslim University, founded by Sir Syed Ahmed 
Khan makes Aligarh a place of study with students from different places (within India 
and outside), backgrounds, religions, genders, and colors etc. get admission each year to 
study here. Being a central university, it is aimed at providing modern scientific 
education to all since its establishment. It is deeply rooted in traditions and values and is 
a dynamic example of cultural wealth, evolution, and adaptability. For educational 
purposes, people from distant and near towns often settle here. However, rapid growing 
population, large immigration, and increased awareness towards modern education led to 
the establishment of many more schools and educational institutions who serve to 
provide quality education to Aligarians. This makes Aligarh a hub of education. 
4.1 The Sample 
4.1.(i) Students’ Sample 
The present study is done on three secondary schools in Aligarh. These are: 
i) AMU Girls High School, which comes under Aligarh Muslim University, 
ii) Iqra Public School (IPS) and, 
iii) Aligarh Public School (APS) 
In both IPS and APS, which are private schools, girls and boys receive education 
together. All the three schools are English medium. 
25 students from Class VIII and Class IX from the three schools were randomly selected 
for the study. The total number of students surveyed were 150. 
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Total Number of Students’ Sample (150) 
 
 
  AMU Girls   Iqra Public    Aligarh Public 
                    High School (50) School (50)      School (50) 
 
 
           Class VIII    Class IX      Class VIII      Class IX     Class VIII           Class IX 
                (25)             (25)  (25)         (25)     (25)                  (25) 
Figure 1: Students, Schools, and Class distribution 
4.1 (ii) Teachers’ Sample 
In total there were nine teachers, three from each school, considered in this study. All the 
nine language teachers were teaching English to students of class VIII and class IX. They 
were well qualified and held degrees in bachelors or masters (B. Ed, M.Ed) or MA in 
English language. Besides, most of them were experienced teachers and had been serving 
their respective institutions since a long time. 
4.2 Tools for Data Collection 
Written essays, in class assignments, formal interactions, questionnaires, and field based 
diary were the prime sources of data collection. The teachers’ evaluation of students’ 
writing in Aligarh secondary schools was the prime research concern. The study was 
undertaken to look into the assessment pattern in class VIII and class IX in the three 
schools and to view the place of writing in the classroom. The corrected copies of the 
students were studied and their in-class and out of class writing and assessment were 
noted. Teachers were separately given a questionnaire and issues of writing were 
discussed. 
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4.3 Pilot Study 
Before conducting a full-length study, a pilot survey was conducted in order to determine 
the mode of data collection. The survey was conducted on total thirty students in all the 
three schools (ten in each school- five in class VIII and five in class IX). Besides, the 
questionnaire was administered to three respondent teachers. This enabled the researcher 
to justify the validity of the questions included in the questionnaire, and also helped to 
further consolidate the representative sample and to refine the methodology for data 
collection. The students were given several topics (e.g. The Book I like Best, The 
Pleasures of Reading, Importance of Cleanliness, The Best Way of Spending Holiday, 
My Favorite Sports, Annual Day Function, and Pollution, etc) to write on and to choose 
from any one of them. After they finished writing, it was handed over to the respected 
English teachers along with a checklist to direct their evaluation. This enabled us to 
understand the validity of the topics, the level of students, and the appropriateness of the 
procedures for carrying out the research. 
4.4 In class Assignments and Timed Impromptu essays 
 The process approach to writing advocates the idea of testing writing by making 
students write. Therefore, the students’ written samples in the form of in class 
assignments comprising in and out of class writing as class work and home work from 
the English note books as well as the direct evidence of their writing abilities and 
behaviors based on the time- impromptu essays (on the spot essays) were considered for 
the research.  
4.5 Teachers’ Questionnaire 
One of the most important tools used in the collection of sociolinguistics data is a 
questionnaire. Appropriate questions were selected and organized in proper manner. 
After the samples of the respondents were selected, the next step was to shape an 
adequate questionnaire. The questionnaire was distributed to nine English language 
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teachers from all the three schools. The questionnaire in the present study was framed 
very carefully. In total, there were twenty two (22) questions. Most of them were close- 
ended, while some were open- ended as well (Appendix III). The questions were framed 
to elicit valid and useful responses of the teachers. The questionnaire dealt with issues 
like the teachers’ view of students’ evaluation, the importance given to writing as a skill, 
improvement strategies applied by teachers in case errors persisted on students’ writing, 
their view of good writing etc. All the nine teachers filled up the questionnaire on time 
and most of them provided valuable insights indicating their interest in the research. 
4.6 Teacher Interaction 
Teacher interactions are highly variable and depend on the personality of the investigator 
and respondent. Besides collecting the data through the questionnaire, data based on 
informal interactions of teachers were also recorded. While interacting, different 
questions were put to them, to which they responded verbally and through writing. The 
teachers were asked about their experience in the field, and the place which writing 
occupied in the examination system, the approximate number of written assignment in an 
English language class, the qualities displayed by skilled and unskilled writers, the effect 
on writing as students are promoted to higher levels, measures taken by them to improve 
students’ writing, the professionalization of the field (workshops, conferences, 
symposium, writing projects etc.) and other questions. 
4.7 Field diary based on general observations 
Apart from teacher questionnaire, students writing samples and photocopied class note 
books, suggestion by teachers regarding the writing evaluation, effective teaching of 
writing skills, students’ performances were recorded in the field diary for the purpose of 
analysis.  
4.8 Process of data collection 
The survey consisted of two parts: 
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4.8.(i) Assignment 1 
It consisted of assessment of class evaluation of students’ work as written in the 
notebooks. To analyze the assessment pattern of assignment 1, first four tasks from the 
students’ note books were selected. The tasks consisted of story based answers to the 
questions in the prescribed NCERT text books, essays, and diary writing. The teachers 
were asked to collect the note books of students who intended to participate in the study. 
The collected note books were photocopied and were returned to them the next day. 
However, it is important to mention that the students’ written examination sheets of 
English as a subject were not incorporated in the present study as school authorities did 
not permit to use the examination sheets for survey and analysis. 
4.8. (ii) Assignment 2 
For Assignment 2 students were allotted 45 minutes time to write a timed- impromtu 
essay on any one of the given topics. The topics were the same as in the pilot survey. No 
prior discussion was held on the topics nor was the use of dictionaries permitted. 
However, some students consulted the teachers and the researcher and clarified their 
doubts before writing. While the students were writing, the behaviors and observation 
were recorded in the field diary. As was observed, some students paused to think on the 
topic, and searched for appropriate words. At times, the teacher’s help was also elicited. 
Some students took time to decide on which topic to write. After the sample essays were 
submitted, the researcher also discussed with respondent students issues like whether 
they found the topics easy or not, why they chose a certain topic, and whether it was easy 
to compose in English or their mother tongue (Urdu or Hindi). The submitted essays 
were handed over to the respective English teachers for evaluations. The teachers were 
provided with a brief checklist of items and criteria on which to mark the students’ 
written text. All the teachers returned the marked essays within three days. The English 
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language teachers were also given the questionnaires to fill at the same time while 
students were busy in composing essays. 
4.9 Process of data analysis 
After collecting both the assignments, the next step was the analysis of the teachers’ 
evaluation of the students’ texts. The assessment of teachers’ evaluation was based on 
Jill Kerper Mora’s detailed checklist of Grammar in Writing titled with “Grammatical & 
Syntactic Competencies in L2 Writing: A Checklist for Designing Instruction” published 
in Pack and Henrichsen (1980) (Appendix I). The checklist was adapted by adding a 
number of items in the original check list. (Appendix II). This adapted checklist was 
used for the purpose of analysis of Assignment 1 and Assignment 2. The analysis of the 
assessment pattern in both the assignments led to the evolvement of 2 categories- 
Marked and Unmarked. Each sample in Assignment 1 and Assignment 2 was evaluated 
in the light of the adapted checklist based on whether the mistakes were marked or left 
unmarked by the teacher. If teachers missed to mark the errors in students’ work, such 
mistakes were put under unmarked category.  Subsequently, a table was drawn for each 
class and the specific numbers of marked and unmarked items were inserted on it.  After 
a brief period of time, the tables were filled and were ready for ANOVA analysis. The 
data and ANOVA for both the assignments was processed separately and the results were 
derived accordingly. The results obtained from ANOVA analysis were descriptively 
analyzed. The ANOVA test showed a list of significant and not significant items in both 
Assignment 1 and Assignment 2. However, it was only the significant items (p value .05 
or less) that were analyzed. The ANOVA test facilitated to know the common significant 
differences between schools, class differences as well as differences in schools in both 
Assignment 1 and Assignment 2. All these were descriptively analyzed in the results. 
Accordingly, the teachers’ questionnaire was put under statistical analysis and the results 
were descriptively analyzed. The ANOVA analysis enabled to meet the objectives of the 
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research enabling comparisons among schools and classes. The data was carefully 
handled to arrive at reliable findings. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS 
 
The study undertaken was to assess the evaluation pattern of teachers among three 
schools, namely AMU Girls High School, Aligarh Public School and Iqra Public School 
in Aligarh. The classes which were observed were VIII and IX. This chapter provides an 
analysis and interpretation of results of the data collected and categorized as Assignment 
1 and Assignment 2. Assignment 1 deals with the ongoing classroom assessment of 
selected four topics. Assignment 2 is on-the-spot essay given to the students. The first 
two sections (5.1 and 5.2) deal with descriptive analysis of Assignment 1 and 
Assignment 2 based on schools and classes. The third section (5.3) provides results 
emerging out of the application of ANOVA test and description statistics of marked and 
unmarked patterns of items used in Assignment 1. The fourth section (5.4) discusses 
results of ANOVA test and case summary of marked and unmarked items found in 
Assignment 2. The next section (5.5) shows comparative results. Section 5.6 deals with 
the analysis based on teachers’ questionnaire, while the last section (5.7) provides 
reflection on observation and data interpretation. 
5.1 Descriptive Analysis of Assignment 1: Schools and Classes 
5.1.1 Articles 
5.1.1.1.a  Incorrect choice of Articles (marked) 
Regarding Article, out of the total 18 Incorrect Choice of Articles (Marked), IPS showed 
the highest 7 (38.9%) - 0(0.0%) in class VIII and 7 (38.9%) in class IX, while APS 
showed 6 (33.3%)- 5(27.8%) in class VIII and 1 (5.6%) in class IX. AMU showed the 
lowest 5 (27.8%), 2 (11.1%) in class VIII and 3 (16.7%) in class IX.  
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5.1.1.1.b  Incorrect choice of Articles (unmarked) 
Out of the total 22 Incorrect Choice of Articles (unmarked), again IPS showed the 
highest 11 (50.0%) - 6 (27.3%) in class VIII and 5 (22.7%) in class IX, while AMU 
followed with 8 (36.4%) - 1 (4.5%) in class VIII and 7 (31.8%) in class IX, whereas APS 
showed the lowest 3 (13.6%) - 1 (4.5%) in class VIII and 2 (9.1%) in class IX. 
 5.1.1.2.a Unnecessarily used articles (marked) 
Out of the total 19 Unnecessarily Used Articles (marked), IPS showed the highest sum 
10 (52.6%) - 3 (15.8%) in class VIII and 7 (36.8%) in class IX, while AMU showed 5 
(26.3%) - 1 (5.3%) in class VIII and 4 (21.1%) in class IX followed by APS 4 (21.1%) - 
3 (15.8%) in class VIII and 1 (5.3%) in class IX.  
5.1.1.2.b Unnecessarily used articles (unmarked) 
Out of the total 29 Unnecessarily Used Articles (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 17 
(58.6%) - 1 (3.4%) in class VIII and 16 (55.2%) in class IX, while AMU showed 9 
(31.0%) - 1 (3.4%) in class VIII and 8 (27.6%) in class IX, whereas APS showed the 
lowest 3 (10.3%) - 3 (10.3%) in class VIII and 0 (0.0%) in class IX.  
5.1.1.3.a Omitted articles when needed (marked) 
AMU showed the highest 23 (35.9%) - 8 (12.5%) in class VIII and 15 (23.4%) in class 
IX out of the total 64 Omitted Articles when Needed (Marked) followed by IPS 22 
(34.4%) - 9 (14.1%) in class VIII and 13 (20.3%) in class IX followed by APS 19 
(29.7%) - 4 (6.2%) in class VIII and 15 (23.4%) in class IX.  
5.1.1.3.b Omitted articles when needed (unmarked) 
Out of the total 161 Omitted Articles when Needed (unmarked), AMU showed the 
highest 87 (54.0%) - 16 (9.9%) in class VIII and 71 (44.1%) in class IX followed by IPS 
50 (31.1%) - 17 (10.6%) in class VIII and 33 (20.5%) in class IX, while APS showed the 
lowest 24 (14.9%) - 1 (0.6%) in class VIII and 23 (14.3%) in class IX.  
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5.1.2 Nouns 
5.1.2.1.a Singular / Plural confusion (marked) 
Regarding Nouns, out of the total 106 Singular/ Plural Confusion (marked), IPS showed 
the highest 41 (38.7%) - 18 (17.0%) in class VIII and 23 (21.7%) in class IX followed by 
AMU 35 (33.0%) - 14 (13.2%) in class VIII and 21 (19.8%) in class IX, while APS 
showed the lowest 30 (28.3%) - 9 (8.5%) in class VIII and 21 (19.8%) in class IX.. 
5.1.2.1.b Singular / Plural confusion (unmarked) 
Out of the total 334 Singular/ Plural Confusion (unmarked) AMU showed the highest 
154 (46.1%) - 82 (24.6%) in class VIII and 72 (21.6%) in class IX followed by IPS 133 
(39.8%) - 49 (14.7%), in class VIII and 84 (25.1%) in class IX, while APS showed the 
lowest 47 (14.1%) - 6 (1.8%) in class VIII and 41 (12.3%) in class IX.  
5.1.2.2.a Omitted noun when needed (marked) 
APS showed the highest 12 (41.4%) - 5 (17.2%) in class VIII and 7 (24.1%) in class IX 
out of the total 29 Omitted Noun when Needed (marked) followed by AMU 9 (31.0%) - 
4 (13.8%) in class VIII and 5 (17.2%) in class IX followed by IPS 8 (27.6%) - 3 (10.3%) 
in class VIII and 5 (17.2%) in class IX.  
5.1.2.2.b Omitted noun when needed (unmarked) 
IPS showed the highest 9 (50.0%) - 5 (27.8%) in class VIII and 4 (22.2%) in class IX out 
of the total 18 Omitted Noun when Needed (unmarked) followed by AMU 5 (27.8%) - 2 
(11.1%) in class VIII and 3 (16.7%) in class IX followed by APS 4 (22.2%) - 2 (11.1%) 
in class VIII and IX each.  
5.1.3 Pronouns 
5.1.3.1.a Lack of agreement with antecedent (marked) 
Concerning the categories in Pronouns, out of the total 23 Lack of Agreement with 
Antecedent (marked) APS showed the highest 11 (47.8%) - 6 (26.1%) in class VIII and 5 
(21.7%) in class IX, while AMU showed 7 (30.4%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 7 (30.4%) 
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in class IX, whereas IPS showed 5 (21.7%) - 3 (13.0%) in class VIII and 2 (8.7%) in 
class IX.  
5.1.3.1.b Lack of agreement with antecedent (unmarked) 
Out of the total 16 Lack of Agreement with Antecedent (unmarked) AMU showed 7 
(43.7%) - 2 (12.5%) in class VIII and 5 (31.2%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 5 
(31.2%) - 2 (12.5%) in class VIII and 3 (18.7%) in class IX, while IPS showed 4 (25.0%) 
- 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 4 (25.0%) in class IX.  
5.1.3.2.a Unnecessarily used pronoun (marked) 
APS showed the highest 2 (66.7%) - 2 (66.7%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX out 
of the total 3 Unnecessarily Used Pronoun (marked), while AMU showed 1 (33.3%) - 0 
(.0%) in class VIII and 1 (33.3%) in class IX followed by IPS showed 0 (.0%) in both the 
classes i.e. class VIII and class IX.  
5.1.3.2.b Unnecessarily used pronoun (unmarked) 
AMU showed 4 (40.0%) - 1 (10.0%) in class VIII and 3 (30.0%) in class IX out of the 
total 10 Unnecessarily Used Pronoun (unmarked), whereas APS showed 4 (40.0%) - 1 
(10.0%) in class VIII and 3 (30.0%) in class IX, while IPS showed lowest 2 (20.0%) - 1 
(10.0%) in class VIII and class IX each.  
5.1.3.3.a Omitted pronoun when needed (marked) 
Out of the total 30 Omitted Pronoun when Needed (marked), AMU showed the highest 
13 (43.3%) - 0 (0.0%) in class VIII and 13 (43.3%) in class IX followed by IPS 11 
(36.7%) - 7 (23.3%) in class VIII and 4 (13.3%) in class IX followed by APS 6 (20.0%), 
3 (10.0%) in both class VIII and class IX each.  
5.1.3.3.b Omitted pronoun when needed (unmarked) 
Out of the total 34 Omitted Pronoun when Needed (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 
19 (55.9%) - 1 (2.9%) in class VIII and 18 (52.9%) in class IX followed by AMU 8 
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(23.5%) - 3 (8.8%) in class VIII and 5 (14.7%) in class IX followed by APS 7(20.6%) - 
3(8.8%) in class VIII and 4(11.8%) in class IX.  
5.1.3.4.a Incorrect form of pronoun (marked) 
Out of the total 60 Incorrect form of Pronoun (marked), AMU showed the highest 30 
(50.0%) with 0 (0.0%) in class VIII and 30 (50.0%) in class IX followed by APS 18 
(30.0%) - 3 (5.0%) in class VIII and 15 (25.0%) in class IX followed by IPS 12 (20.0%) 
- 3 (5.0%) in class VIII and 9 (15.0%) in class IX.  
5.1.3.4.b Incorrect form of pronoun (unmarked) 
Out of the total 34 Incorrect form of Pronoun (unmarked), AMU showed the highest 20 
(58.8%) - 2 (5.9%) in class VIII and 18 (52.9%) in class IX followed by IPS 8 (23.5%), 4 
(11.8%) in both class VIII and class IX each, whereas APS showed the lowest 6 (17.6%) 
- 4 (11.8%) in class VIII and 2 (5.9%) in class IX.  
5.1.4 Auxiliary 
5.1.4.1.a Incorrect choice of auxiliary (marked) 
Analyzing Auxiliary, AMU showed the highest 60 (51.7%) - 2 (1.7%) in class VIII and 
58 (50.0%) in class IX out of the total 116 Incorrect Choice of Auxiliary (marked) while 
APS followed with 37 (31.9%) - 12 (10.3%) in class VIII and 25 (21.6%) in class IX, 
whereas IPS showed the lowest 19 (16.4%) - 12 (10.3%) in class VIII and 7 (6.0%) in 
class IX.  
5.1.4.1.b Incorrect choice of auxiliary (unmarked) 
Again AMU showed the highest 48 (52.7%) - 2 (2.2%) in class VIII and 46 (50.5%) in 
class IX out of the total 91 Incorrect Choice of Auxiliary (unmarked), while APS showed 
24 (26.4%) - 10 (11.0%) in class VIII and 14 (15.4%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed 
the lowest 19 (20.9%) - 7 (7.7%) in class VIII and 12 (13.2%) in class IX.  
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5.1.4.2.a Auxiliary unnecessarily used (marked) 
APS showed the highest 21 (87.5%) - 17 (70.8%) in class VIII and 4 (16.7%) in class IX 
out of the total 24 Auxiliary Unnecessarily Used (marked), followed by IPS 3 (12.5%) - 
3 (12.5%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX followed by AMU 0 (.0%) in both class 
VIII and class IX each.  
5.1.4.2.b Auxiliary unnecessarily used (unmarked) 
Again APS showed the highest 9 (60.0%) - 8 (53.3%) in class VIII and 1 (6.7%) in class 
IX out of the total 15 Auxiliary Unnecessarily Used (unmarked), while AMU showed 4 
(26.7%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 4 (26.7%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed the 
lowest 2 (13.3%) - 1 (6.7%) in class VIII and class IX each.  
5.1.4.3.a Auxiliary omitted when needed (marked) 
Out of the total 54 Auxiliary Omitted when Needed (marked) AMU showed the highest 
25 (46.3%) - 1 (1.9%) in class VIII and 24 (44.4%) in class IX followed by IPS 15 
(27.8%) - 12 (22.2%) in class VIII and 3 (5.6%) in class IX followed by APS 14 (25.9%) 
- 8 (14.8%) in class VIII and 6 (11.1%) in class IX.  
5.1.4.3.b Auxiliary omitted when needed(unmarked) 
Out of the total 88 Auxiliary Omitted when Needed (unmarked) AMU showed the 
highest 41 (46.6%) - 11 (12.5%) in class VIII and 30 (34.1%) in class IX followed by 
IPS 32 (36.4%) - 19 (21.6%) in class VIII and 13 (14.8%) in class IX followed by APS 
15 (17.0%) - 5 (5.7%) in class VIII and 10 (11.4%) in class IX.  
5.1.5 Verb 
5.1.5.1.a Incorrect verb form (marked) 
Considering Verbs, Out of the total 216 Incorrect Verb Form (marked), AMU showed 
the highest 76 (35.2%) - 8 (3.7%) in class VIII and 68 (31.5%) in class IX, while APS 
showed 74 (34.3%) - 23 (10.6%) in class VIII and 51 (23.6%) in class IX, whereas IPS 
showed the lowest 66 (30.6%) - 23 (10.6%) in class VIII and 43 (19.9%) in class IX.  
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5.1.5.1.b Incorrect verb form (unmarked) 
Out of the total 189 Incorrect Verb Form (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 86 
(45.5%) - 14 (7.4%) in class VIII and 72 (38.1%) in class IX followed by AMU 65 
(34.4%) - 15 (7.9%) in class VIII and 50 (26.5%) in class IX followed by APS 38 
(20.1%) - 9 (4.8%) in class VIII and 29 (15.3%) in class IX. 
5.1.5.2.a Incorrect verb choice (marked) 
APS showed the highest 11 (61.1%) - 7 (38.9%) in class VIII and 4 (22.2%) in class IX 
out of the total 18 Incorrect Verb Choice (marked), whereas AMU followed with 7 
(38.9%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 7 (38.9%) in class IX, while IPS showed 0 (.0%) in 
both class VIII and class IX each.  
5.1.5.2.b Incorrect verb choice (unmarked) 
Again APS showed the highest 9 (69.2%) - 9 (69.2%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class 
IX out of the total 13 Incorrect Verb Choice (unmarked) followed by IPS 3(23.1%) - 
2(15.4%) in class VIII and 1(7.7%) in class IX followed by AMU 1(7.7%) - 0(.0%) in 
class VIII and 1(7.7%) in class IX.  
5.1.5.3.a Verb omitted when needed (marked) 
Out of the total 12 Verb Omitted when Needed (marked), both APS and IPS showed 
same sum 5 (41.7%) each. However, APS showed 5 (41.7%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in 
class IX, whereas IPS showed 3 (25.0%) in class VIII and 2 (16.7%) in class IX. AMU, 
on the other hand, showed the lowest 2(16.7%) - 1 (8.3%) in both class VIII and IX each.  
5.1.5.3.b Verb omitted when needed (unmarked) 
Out of the total 27 Verb Omitted when Needed (unmarked), AMU showed the highest 11 
(40.7%) - 7 (25.9%) in class VIII and 4 (14.8%) in class IX, while APS followed with 9 
(33.3%) - 6 (22.2%) in class VIII and 3 (11.1%) in class IX followed by IPS 7 (25.9%) - 
2 (7.4%) in class VIII and 5 (18.5%) in class IX.  
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5.1.6 Basic Sentence Structure 
5.1.6.1.a Incorrect Syntax (marked) 
IPS showed the highest 11 (47.8%) - 6 (26.1%) in class VIII and 5 (21.7%) in class IX 
out of the total 23 Incorrect Sentence Structure (marked), while APS followed with 9 
(39.1%) - 7(30.4%) in class VIII and 2 (8.7%) in class IX followed by AMU 3 (13.0%) - 
2(8.7%) in class VIII and 1 (4.3%) in class IX. 
5.1.6.1.b Incorrect Syntax (unmarked) 
APS showed the highest 7 (41.2%) - 5 (29.4%) in class VIII and 2 (11.8%) in class IX 
out of the total 17 Incorrect Sentence Structure (unmarked), followed by IPS 6 (35.3%) - 
4 (23.5%) in class VIII and 2 (11.8%) in class IX followed by AMU 4 (23.5%) - 1 
(5.9%) in class VIII and 3 (17.6%) in class IX.  
5.1.6.2.a Incorrect subordinate clause (marked)  
AMU showed the highest 18 (41.9%) - 8 (18.6%) in class VIII and 10 (23.3%) in class 
IX out of the total 43 Incorrect Subordinate Clause (marked), while IPS followed with 17 
(39.5%) - 13 (30.2%) in class VIII and 4 (9.3%) in class IX, whereas APS showed the 
lowest 8 (18.6%) - 3 (7.0%) in class VIII and 5 (11.6%) in class IX.  
5.1.6.2.b Incorrect subordinate clause (unmarked) 
AMU showed the highest 11 (40.7%) - 6 ( 22.2%) in class VIII and 5 (18.5%) in class IX 
out of the total 27 Incorrect Subordinate Clause (unmarked), while both APS and IPS 
showed same sum 8 (29.6%) each. Also, both the schools showed same sum in both the 
classes as well i.e., 4 (14.8%) in class VIII and IX each.  
5.1.7 Sentence Types 
5.1.7.1 Simple sentences 
Analyzing Sentence Types, out of the total 6024 Simple Sentences produced, AMU 
showed highest number of simple sentences i.e. 2231(37.0%) - 1239 (20.6%) in class 
VIII and 992 (16.5%) in class IX, while IPS followed with 1970 (32.7%) - 1035 (17.2%) 
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in class VIII and 935 (15.5%) in class IX followed by APS 1823 (30.3%) - 863 (14.3%) 
in class VIII and 960 (15.9%) in class IX.  
5.1.7.2 Compound sentences 
AMU  produced the highest number of Compound Sentences 1007 (35.1%) - 394 
(13.8%) in class VIII and 613 (21.4%) in class IX out of the total 2865 Compound 
Sentences followed by IPS 934 (32.6%) - 444 (15.5%) in class VIII and 490 (17.1%) in 
class IX followed by APS 924 (32.3%) - 513 (17.9%) in class VIII and 411 (14.3%) in 
class IX.  
5.1.7.3 Complex sentences 
Out of the total 5253 Complex Sentences produced, again AMU showed the highest 
1801 (34.3%) - 837 (15.9%) in class VIII and 964 (18.4%) in class IX followed by 1776 
(33.8%) in APS - 763 (14.5%) in class VIII and 1013 (19.3%) in class IX followed by 
1676 (31.9%) in IPS - 694 (13.2%) in class VIII and 982 (18.7%) in class IX.  
5.1.8 Incomplete Sentences 
5.1.8.1.a Omission of subject (marked) 
Analyzing Incomplete Sentences, out of the total 22 Omission of Subject (marked), APS 
showed 8 (36.4%) - 6 (27.3%) in class VIII and 2 (9.1%) in class IX. AMU showed 7 
(31.8%) - 5 (22.7%) in class VIII and 2 (9.1%) in class IX, while IPS also showed 7 
(31.8%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 7 (31.8%) in class IX.  
5.1.8.1.b Omission of subject (unmarked) 
Out of the total 15 Omission of Subject (unmarked), all the three schools showed the 
same sum i.e. 5 (33.3%) each. Class wise, AMU showed 4 (26.7%) in class VIII and 1 
(6.7%) in class IX while APS showed 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 5 (33.3%) in class IX. 
And IPS showed 1 (6.7%) in class VIII and 4 (26.7%) in class IX.  
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5.1.8.2.a Omission of Prepositional Phrase (marked) 
Out of the total 15 Omission of Prepositional Phrase (marked), APS showed the highest 
10 (66.7%) - 6 (40.0%) in class VIII and 4 (26.7%) in class IX, while IPS followed with 
3 (20.0%) - 1 (6.7%) in class VIII and 2 (13.3%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed 
lowest 2 (13.3%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 2 (13.3%) in class IX.  
5.1.8.2.b Omission of Prepositional Phrase (unmarked) 
Out of the total 10 Omission of Prepositional Phrase (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 
5 (50.0%) - 2 (20.0%) in class VIII and 3 (30.0%) in class IX, while APS followed with 
3 (30.0%) - 3(30.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed the 
lowest 2 (20.0%) - 1(10.0%) in class VIII and IX each.  
5.1.8.3.a Omission of noun phrase (marked) 
AMU showed highest 11 (50.0%) - 1 (4.5%) in class VIII and 10 (45.5%) in class IX out 
of the total 22 Omission of Noun Phrase (marked), while IPS followed with 7 (31.8%) - 
4 (18.2%) in class VIII and 3 (13.6%) in class IX. And APS showed the lowest 4 
(18.2%) - 3 (13.6%) in class VIII and 1 (4.5%) in class IX.  
5.1.8.3.b Omission of noun phrase (unmarked) 
IPS showed the highest 6 (54.5%) - 1 (9.1%) in class VIII and 5 (45.5%) in class IX out 
of the total 11 Omission of Noun Phrase (unmarked) followed by APS 3 (27.3%) - 2 
(18.2%) in class VIII and 1 (9.1%) in class IX followed by AMU 2 (18.2%) - 1 (9.1%) in 
both the classes i.e. class VIII and class IX each.  
5.1.9 Coordination 
5.1.9.1.a Incorrect choice of coordination (marked) 
Analyzing Coordination, APS showed the highest 21 (52.5%) - 15 (37.5%) in class VIII 
and 6 (15.0%) in class IX, out of the total 40 Incorrect Choice of Coordination (marked). 
AMU followed with 12 (30.0%) - 7 (17.5%) in class VIII and 5 (12.5%) in class IX. IPS 
showed the lowest 7 (17.5%) - 4 (10.0%) in class VIII and 3 (7.5%) in class IX.  
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5.1.9.1.b Incorrect choice of coordination (unmarked) 
AMU showed the highest 9 (39.1%) - 4 (17.4%) in class VIII and 5 (21.7%) in class IX, 
out of the total 23 Incorrect Choice of Coordination (unmarked), while IPS followed 
with 8 (34.8%) - 2 (8.7%) in class VIII and 6 (26.1%) in class IX. And APS showed the 
lowest 6 (26.1%) - 1 (4.3%) in class VIII and 5 (21.7%) in class IX.  
5.1.9.2.a Omitted coordination when needed (marked) 
Out of the total 56 Omitted Coordination when Needed (marked), IPS showed the 
highest 28 (50.0%) - 11 (19.6%) in class VIII and 17 (30.4%) in class IX, while APS 
followed with 16 (28.6%) - 11 (19.6%) in class VIII and 5 (8.9%) in class IX, whereas 
AMU showed the lowest 12 (21.4%) - 2 (3.6%) in class VIII and 10 (17.9%) in class IX. 
5.1.9.2.b Omitted coordination when needed (unmarked) 
Out of the total 77 Omitted Coordination when Needed (unmarked), IPS showed the 
highest 45 (58.4%) - 4 (5.2%) in class VIII and 41 (53.2%) in class IX. AMU followed 
with 25 (32.5%) - 3 (3.9%) in class VIII and 22 (28.6%) in class IX. And APS showed 
the lowest 7 (9.1%) - 1 (1.3%) in class VIII and 6 (7.8%) in class IX.  
5.1.9.3.a Unnecessary repetition of coordination (marked) 
Out of the total 12 Unnecessary Repetition of Coordination (marked), both AMU and 
IPS showed same sums i.e. 5 (41.7%) each. However, AMU showed 3 (25.0%) in class 
VIII and 2 (16.7%) in class IX, while IPS showed 4 (33.3%) in class VIII and 1 (8.3%) 
in class IX. On the other side, APS showed the lowest 2 (16.7%) - 2 (16.7%) in class 
VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
5.1.9.3.b Unnecessary repetition of coordination (unmarked) 
Out of the total 12 Unnecessary Repetition of Coordination (unmarked), AMU showed 
the highest 7 (58.3%) - 5 (41.7%) in class VIII and 2 (16.7%) in class IX, while APS 
followed with 3 (25.0%) - 3 (25.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, whereas IPS 
showed the lowest 2 (16.7%) - 2 (16.7%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
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5.1.10 Capitalization 
5.1.10.1.a The first word in a sentence not capitalized (marked) 
Analyzing Capitalization, out of the total 93 The First Word in a Sentence not 
Capitalized (marked), APS showed the highest 38 (40.9%) - 28 (30.1%) in class VIII and 
10 (10.8%) in class IX, while IPS followed with 30 (32.3%) - 14 (15.1%) in class VIII 
and 16 (17.2%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed the lowest 25 (26.9%) - 4 (4.3%) in 
class VIII and 21 (22.6%) in class IX. 
5.1.10.1.b The first word in a sentence not capitalized (unmarked) 
Out of the total 136 The First Word in a Sentence not Capitalized (unmarked), AMU 
showed the highest 77 (56.6%) - 24 (17.6%) in class VIII and 53 (39.0%) in class IX, 
while IPS followed with 34 (25.0%) - 5 (3.7%) in class VIII and 29 (21.3%) in class IX, 
whereas APS showed the lowest 25 (18.4%) -10 (7.4%) in class VIII and 15 (11.0%) in 
class IX.  
5.1.10.2.a The pronoun ‘I’ not capitalized (marked) 
Out of the total 12 The Pronoun “I” not Capitalized (marked), APS showed the highest 5 
(41.7%) - 5 (41.7%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, while IPS followed with 4 
(33.3%) - 2(16.7%) in class VIII and IX each, whereas AMU showed 3 (25.0%) - 0 
(.0%) in class VIII and 3 (25.0%) in class IX.  
5.1.10.2.b The pronoun ‘I’ not capitalized (unmarked) 
Out of the total 7 The Pronoun “I” not Capitalized (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 4 
(57.1%) - 1 (14.3%) in class VIII and 3 (42.9%) in class IX, while APS followed with 3 
(42.9%) - 3 (42.9%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed 0 (.0%) 
in both the classes.  
5.1.10.3.a Proper noun not capitalized (marked) 
IPS showed the highest 58 (46.8%) - 19 (15.3%) in class VIII and 39 (31.5%) in class IX 
out of the total 124 Proper Noun not Capitalized (marked). APS followed with 40 
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(32.3%) - 17 (13.7%) in class VIII and 23 (18.5%) in class IX, while AMU showed the 
lowest 26(21.0%) - 20(16.1%) in class VIII and 6(4.8%) in class IX.  
5.1.10.3.b Proper noun not capitalized (unmarked) 
IPS showed the highest 79(45.9%) - 42(24.4%) in class VIII and 37(21.5%) in class IX 
out of the total 172 Proper Noun not Capitalized (unmarked), AMU   followed with 
67(39.0%) - 37(21.5%) in class VIII and 30(17.4%) in class IX, while APS showed the 
lowest 26(15.1%) - 10(5.8%) in class VIII and 16(9.3%) in class IX .  
5.1.10.4.a Words in a sentence and title not capitalized (marked) 
AMU showed the highest 24(44.4%) - 14(25.9%) in class VIII and 10(18.5%) in class 
IX, out of the total 54 Words in a Sentence and Title not Capitalized (marked). IPS 
followed with 18(33.3%) - 6(11.1%) in class VIII and 12(22.2%) in class IX. APS 
showed the lowest 12(22.2%) - 11(20.4%) in class VIII and 1(1.9%) in class IX. 
5.1.10.4.b Words in a sentence and title not capitalized (unmarked) 
IPS showed the highest 52(59.8%) - 24(27.6%) in class VIII and 28(32.2%) in class IX, 
out of the total 87 Words in a Sentence and Title not Capitalized (unmarked). AMU 
followed with 18(20.7%) - 6(6.9%) in class VIII and 12(13.8%) in class IX. Whereas 
APS showed 17(19.5%) - 10(11.5%) in class VIII and 7(8.0%) in class IX.  
5.1.10.5.a Overuse of capitalization (marked) 
Out of the total 44 Overuse of Capitalization (marked), APS showed the highest 
23(52.3%) - 7(15.9%) in class VIII and 16(36.4%) in class IX. IPS followed with 
15(34.1%) - 6(13.6%) in class VIII and 9(20.5%) in class IX, while AMU showed the 
lowest 6(13.6%) - 2(4.5%) in class VIII and 4(9.1%) in class IX.  
5.1.10.5.b Overuse of capitalization (unmarked) 
Out of the total 117 Overuse of Capitalization (unmarked), AMU showed the highest 
52(44.4%) - 14(12.0%) in class VIII and 38(32.5%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed 
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48(41.0%) - 30(25.6%) in class VIII and 18(15.4%) in class IX, while APS showed the 
lowest 17(14.5%) - 0(.0%) in class VIII and 17(14.5%) in class IX.  
5.1.11 Punctuation  
5.1.11.1.a Omitted period at the end of a sentence (marked) 
Out of the total 46 Omitted Period at the End of a Sentence (marked), APS showed the 
highest 35 (76.1%) - 32 (69.6%) in class VIII and 3 (6.5%) in class IX, whereas IPS 
showed 7 (15.2%) - 4 (8.7%) in class VIII and 3 (6.5%) in class IX followed by AMU 4 
(8.7%) - 1(2.2%) in class VIII and 3 (6.5%) in class IX.  
5.1.11.1.b Omitted period at the end of a sentence (unmarked) 
Out of the total 187 Omitted Period at the End of a Sentence (unmarked), IPS showed the 
highest 83(44.4%) - 46 (24.6%) in class VIII and 37 (19.8%) in class IX, whereas AMU 
followed with 76 (40.6%) - 18 (9.6%) in class VIII and 58 (31.0%) in class IX, while 
APS followed with 28 (15.0%) - 5 (2.7%) in class VIII and 23 (12.3%) in class IX. 
5.1.11.2.a Omitted period at the end of abbreviation (marked) 
APS showed the highest 14 (87.5%) - 2 (12.5%) in class VIII and 12 (75.0%) in class IX, 
out of the total 16 Omitted Period at the End of Abbreviation (marked). AMU followed 
with 2 (12.5%) - 0(.0%) in class VIII and 2 (12.5%) in class IX, while IPS showed the 
lowest 0 (.0%) in both class VIII and IX each.  
5.1.11.2.b Omitted period at the end of abbreviation (unmarked) 
Again APS showed the highest 18 (46.2%) - 5 (12.8%) in class VIII and 13 (33.3%) in 
class IX, out of the total 39 Omitted Period at the End of Abbreviation (unmarked), while 
AMU showed 16 (41.0%) - 14 (35.9%) in class VIII and 2 (5.1%) in class IX, whereas 
IPS showed the lowest 5 (12.8%) - 5 (12.8%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX. 
5.1.11.3.a Omitted question mark (marked) 
Out of the total 17 Omitted Question Mark (marked), APS showed the highest 9 (52.9%) 
- 5 (29.4%) in class VIII and 4 (23.5%) in class IX, while AMU showed 6 (35.3%) - 3 
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(17.6%) in class VIII and class IX each, whereas IPS showed the lowest 2 (11.8%) - 2 
(11.8%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
5.1.11.3.b Omitted question mark (unmarked) 
Out of the total 74 Omitted Question Mark (unmarked), AMU showed the highest 32 
(43.2%) - 17 (23.0%) in class VIII and 15 (20.3%) in class IX, whereas APS followed 
with 24 (32.4%) - 4 (5.4%) in class VIII and 20 (27.0%) in class IX, while IPS showed 
the lowest 18 (24.3%) - 11 (14.9%) in class VIII and 7 (9.5%) in class IX.  
5.1.11.4.a Omitted exclamatory mark (marked) 
Out of the total 6 Omitted Exclamatory Mark (marked), APS showed the highest 4 
(66.7%) - 4 (66.7%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, while IPS showed 2 (33.3%) - 
0(.0%) in class VIII and 2 (33.3%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed 0 (.0%) in both 
class VIII and class IX each.  
5.1.11.4.b Omitted exclamatory mark (unmarked) 
Out of the total 7 Omitted Exclamatory Mark (unmarked), both AMU and IPS showed 
the same sum i.e. 2 (28.6%) each - 2 (28.6%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX in both 
the schools. APS, on the other hand, showed 3 (42.9%) - 3 (42.9%) in class VIII and 0 
(.0%) in class IX. 
5.1.11.5.a Omitted comma (marked) 
IPS showed the highest 23 (47.9%) - 8(16.7%) in class VIII and 15 (31.2%) in class IX 
out of the total 48 Omitted Comma (marked),.whereas APS followed with 15 (31.3%) - 6 
(12.5%) in class VIII and 9 (18.8%) in class IX, while AMU showed 10 (20.8%) - 1 
(2.1%) in class VIII and 9 (18.8%) in class IX.  
5.1.11.5.b Omitted comma (unmarked) 
IPS showed the highest 73 (40.8%) - 10 (5.6%) in class VIII and 63 (35.2%) in class IX, 
out of the total 179 Omitted Comma (unmarked), while AMU followed with 69 (38.5%) 
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- 44 (24.6%) in class VIII and 25 (14.0%) in class IX, whereas APS showed the lowest 
37 (20.7%) - 12 (6.7%) in class VIII and 25 (14.0%) in class IX.  
5.1.11.6.a Omitted quotation marks in direct speech (marked) 
Out of the total 17 Omitted Quotation  Marks in Direct Speech (marked), APS showed 
the highest 11 (64.7%) - 11 (64.7%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, while AMU 
showed 5 (29.4%) - 3 (17.6%) in class VIII and 2 (11.8%) in class IX, whereas IPS 
showed 1 (5.9%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 1 (5.9%) in class IX.  
5.1.11.6.b Omitted quotation marks in direct speech (unmarked) 
Out of the total 54 Omitted Quotation Marks in Direct Speech (unmarked), AMU 
showed the highest sum 26(48.1%) - 20(37.0%) in class VIII and 6(11.1%) in class IX, 
while IPS showed 23(42.6%) - 16(29.6%) in class VIII and 7(13.0%) in class IX, 
whereas APS showed the lowest 5(9.3%) - 4(7.4%) in class VIII and 1(1.9%) in class IX.  
5.1.11.7.a Overuse of punctuation (marked) 
APS showed the highest 17(70.8%) - 13(54.2%) in class VIII and 4(16.7%) in class IX 
out of total 24 Overuse of Punctuation (marked) while IPS showed 5(20.8%) - 1(4.2%) 
in class VIII and 4(16.7%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed lowest 2(8.3%) - 0(.0%) in 
class VIII and 2(8.3%) in class IX.  
5.1.11.7.b Overuse of punctuation (unmarked) 
AMU showed the highest 50(48.5%) - 24(23.3%) in class VIII and 26(25.2%) in class 
IX, out of the total 103 Overuse of Punctuation (unmarked), while IPS showed 
29(28.2%) - 17(16.5%) in class VIII and 12(11.7%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 
24(23.3%) - 8(7.8%) in class VIII and 16(15.5%) in class IX.  
5.1.11.8.a Apostrophe not used (marked) 
Out of the total 18 Apostrophe not Used (marked), IPS showed the highest 9(50.0%) - 
2(11.1%) in class VIII  and 7(38.9%) in class IX,  while APS followed with 7(38.9%) - 
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4(22.2%) in class VIII  and 3(16.7 %) in class IX, whereas AMU showed the lowest 
2(11.1%) - 2(11.1%) in class VIII and 0(.0%) in class IX.  
5.1.11.8.b Apostrophe not used (unmarked) 
Out of the total 75 Apostrophe not Used (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 38(50.7%) 
- 5(6.7%) in class VIII and 33(44.0%) in class IX, while AMU followed with 25(33.3%) 
- 19(25.3%) in class VIII and 6(8.0%) in class IX. APS showed the lowest 12(16.0%) - 
4(5.3%) in class VIII and 8(10.7%) in class IX.  
5.1.12 Vocabulary 
5.1.12.1.a Incorrect word choice (marked) 
Regarding categories in vocabulary, out of the total 117 Incorrect Word Choice 
(marked), IPS showed the highest 49(41.9%) - 21(17.9%) in class VIII and 28(23.9%) in 
class IX, while APS followed with 38(32.5%) -21(17.9%) in class VIII and 17(14.5%) in 
class IX, whereas AMU showed the lowest 30(25.6%) - 3(2.6%) in class VIII and 
27(23.1%) in class IX.  
5.1.12.1.b Incorrect word choice (unmarked) 
Out of the total 151 Incorrect Word Choice (unmarked), IPS again showed highest 
63(41.7%) - 22(14.6%) in class VIII and 41(27.2%) in class IX, while AMU showed 
48(31.8%) - 9(6.0%) in class VIII and 39(25.8%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 
40(26.5%) - 22(14.6%) in class VIII and 18(11.9%) in class IX.  
5.1.12.2.a Wrong word formation (marked) 
IPS showed the highest 21(53.8%) - 9(23.1%) in class VIII and 12(30.8%) in class IX 
out of the total 39 Wrong Word Formation (marked), while APS showed 12(30.8%) - 
10(25.6%) in class VIII and 2(5.1%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed the lowest 
6(15.4%) - 4(10.3%) in class VIII and 2(5.1%) in class IX.  
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5.1.12.2.b Wrong word formation (unmarked) 
Again IPS showed the highest 18(52.9%) - 12(35.3%) in class VIII and 6(17.6%) in class 
IX out of the total 34 Wrong Word Formation (unmarked), while APS followed with 
9(26.5%) - 6(17.6%) in class VIII and 3(8.8%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed the 
lowest 7(20.6%) - 3(8.8%) in class VIII and 4(11.8%) in class IX.  
5.1.13 Preposition 
5.1.13.1.a Incorrect choice of preposition (marked) 
Regarding Prepositions, out of the total 13 Incorrect Choice of Preposition (marked), 
both AMU and IPS showed 5(38.5%). However, AMU showed 1(7.7%) in class VIII and 
4(30.8%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed 3(23.1%) in class VIII and 2(15.4%) in class 
IX. APS showed 3(23.1%) - 3(23.1%) in class VIII and 0(.0%) in class IX.  
5.1.13.1.b Incorrect choice of preposition (unmarked) 
Out of the total 19 Incorrect Choice of Preposition (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 
9(47.4%) - 4(21.1%) in class VIII and 5(26.3%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed 
6(31.6%) - 0( .0%) in class VIII and 6(31.6%) in class IX, while APS showed the lowest 
4(21.1%) - 4(21.1%) in class VIII and 0(.0%) in class IX.  
5.1.13.2.a Omitted preposition when needed (marked) 
Out of the total 27 Omitted Preposition when Needed (marked), AMU showed the 
highest 10(37.0%) - 4(14.8%) in class VIII and 6(22.2%) in class IX, while APS 
followed with 9(33.3%) - 4(14.8%) in class VIII and 5(18.5%) in class IX, whereas IPS 
showed the lowest 8(29.6%) - 4(14.8%) in class VIII and IX each.  
5.1.13.2.b Omitted preposition when needed (unmarked) 
Out of the total 41 Omitted Preposition when Needed (unmarked), AMU showed the 
highest 19(46.3%) - 2(4.9%) in class VIII and 17(41.5%) in class IX, while IPS showed 
16(39.0%) - 1(2.4%) in class VIII and 15(36.6%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 
6(14.6%) - 1(2.4%) in class VIII and 5(12.2%) in class IX.  
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5.1.13.3.a Preposition used unnecessarily (marked) 
Out of the total 6 Preposition Used Unnecessarily (marked), IPS showed the highest 
4(66.7%) - 1(16.7%) in class VIII and 3(50.0%) in class IX. AMU showed 1(16.7%) - 
0(.0%) in class VIII and 1(16.7%) in class IX, whereas APS also showed 1(16.7%) but 
1(16.7%) in class VIII and 0(.0%) in class IX.  
5.1.13.3.b Preposition used unnecessarily (unmarked) 
Out of the 8 Preposition Used Unnecessarily (unmarked), IPS showed 5(62.5%) - 
1(12.5%) in class VIII and 4(50.0%) in class IX, while APS showed 3(37.5%) - 
1(12.5%) in class VIII and 2(25.0%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed 0(.0%) in class 
VIII and IX each. 
5.1.14 Spelling 
5.1.14.1.a Wrong spelling (marked) 
Analyzing Spelling, out of the total 374 Wrong Spelling (marked), IPS showed the 
highest 160(42.8%) - 59(15.8%) in class VIII and 101(27.0%) in class IX, while APS 
followed with 119 (31.8%) - 59(15.8%) in class VIII and 60(16.0%) in class IX   
,whereas AMU showed 95(25.4%)  - 41 (11.0%) in class VIII and 54 (14.4%) in class 
IX.  
5.1.14.1.b Wrong spelling (unmarked) 
Out of the total 645 Wrong Spelling (unmarked), IPS showed 265(41.1%) - 77(11.9%) in 
class VIII and 188(29.1%) in class IX, while AMU followed with 219 - 74(11.5%) in 
class VIII and 145(22.5%) in class IX, whereas APS showed lowest 161(25.0%) - 
77(11.9%) in class VIII and 84(13.0%) in class IX.   
5.1.15 Concord 
5.1.15.1.a No Subject-Verb agreement (marked) 
Analyzing concord, AMU showed the highest 15(53.6%) - 6(21.4%) in class VIII and 
9(32.1%) in class IX, out of the total 28 No Subject – Verb Agreement (marked), while 
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APS followed with 7(25.0%) - 2(7.1%) in class VIII and 5(17.9%) in class IX, whereas 
IPS showed the lowest 6(21.4%) - 2(7.1%) in class VIII and 4(14.3%) in class IX. 
5.1.15.1.b No Subject-Verb agreement (unmarked) 
Again AMU showed the highest 73 (67.6%) - 2(1.9%) in class VIII and 71 (65.7%) in 
class IX, out of the total 108 No Subject-Verb Agreement (unmarked), while APS 
showed 18 (16.7%) - 13 (12.0%) in class VIII and 5 (4.6%) in class IX, whereas IPS 
showed the lowest 17 (15.7%) - 13 (12.0%) in class VIII and 4 (3.7%) in class IX.  
5.1.16 Word Omission 
5.1.16.1.a Omitted word in a sentence (marked) 
Considering Word Omission, IPS showed the highest 36 (41.4%) - 20 (23.0%) in class 
VIII and 16 (18.4%) in class IX out of the total 87 Omitted Word in a Sentence 
(marked), while APS followed with 26 (29.9%) - 20 (23.0%) in class VIII and 6 (6.9%) 
in class IX, whereas AMU showed the lowest 25 (28.7%) - 4 (4.6%) in class VIII and 21 
(24.1%) in class IX.  
5.1.16.1.b Omitted word in a sentence (unmarked) 
IPS again showed the highest 29 (36.7%) - 13 (16.5%) in class VIII and 16 (20.3%) in 
class IX out of the total 79 Omitted Word in a Sentence (unmarked), while AMU 
followed with 27 (34.2%) - 9 (11.4%) in class VIII and 18 (22.8%) in class IX, whereas 
APS showed 23 (29.1%) - 13 (16.5%) in class VIII and 10 (12.7%) in class IX.  
5.1.17 Unclear Idea 
5.1.17.1.a Unclear idea (marked) 
In the last category, Unclear Idea, out of the total 13 Unclear Idea (marked), APS showed 
6 (46.2%) - 4 (30.8%) in class VIII and 2 (15.4%) in class IX followed by IPS 5(38.5%) 
- 4 (30.8%) in class VIII and 1 (7.7%) in class IX, followed by AMU 2 (15.4%) - 2 
(15.4%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
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5.1.17.1.b Unclear idea (unmarked) 
Out of the total 13 Unclear Idea (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 6 (46.2%) - 1 
(7.7%) in class VIII and 5 (38.5%) in class IX, while APS followed with 5 (38.5%) - 1 
(7.7%) in class VIII and 4 (30.8%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed the lowest 2 
(15.4%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 2 (15.4%) in class IX.  
5.2 Descriptive Analysis of Assignment 2: Schools and Classes 
5.2.1 Articles 
5.2.1.1.a  Incorrect choice of articles (marked) 
All the three schools showed 0(.0%) incorrect choice of article (marked) in both the 
classes. 
5.2.1.1.b  Incorrect choice of articles (unmarked) 
Out of the total 8 Incorrect Choice of Articles (unmarked), APS showed the highest 4 
(50.0%) - 3 (37.5%) in class VIII and 1 (12.5%) in class IX, while AMU followed with 3 
(37.5%) - 2 (25.0%) in class VIII and 1 (12.5%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed 1 
(12.5%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 1 (12.5%) in class IX. 
5.2.1.2.a Unnecessarily used article (marked) 
Out of the 11 Unnecessarily used Articles (marked), AMU showed 7 (63.6%) - 5 
(45.5%) in class VIII and 2 (18.2%) in class IX, while APS showed 2 (18.2%) - 2 
(18.2%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX. IPS too showed 2 (18.2%) - 1 (9.1%) in 
class VIII and class IX each.  
5.2.1.2.b Unnecessarily used article (unmarked) 
Out of the total 10 Unnecessarily Used Article (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 5 
(50.0%) - 4 (40.0%) in class VIII and 1 (10.0%) in class IX, while APS showed 3 
(30.0%) - 0(.0%) in class VIII and 3 (30.0%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed 2 
(20.0%) - 1 (10.0%) in class VIII and class IX each.  
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5.2.1.3.a Omitted articles when needed (marked) 
AMU showed the highest 19 (47.5%) - 11 (27.5%) in class VIII and 8 (20.0%) in class 
IX out of the total 40 Omitted Articles when Needed (marked), while IPS followed with 
15 (37.5%) - 8 (20.0%) in class VIII and 7 (17.5%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 6 
(15.0%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 6 (15.0%) in class IX.  
5.2.1.3.b Omitted articles when needed (unmarked) 
AMU showed the highest 20 (40.8%) - 20 (40.8%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX 
out of the total 49 Omitted Articles when Needed (unmarked), while IPS followed with 
19 (38.8%) - 10 (20.4%) in class VIII and 9 (18.4%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 
the lowest 10 (20.4%) - 2 (4.1%) in class VIII and 8 (16.3%) in class IX.  
5.2.2 Nouns 
5.2.2.1.a Singular /Plural Confusion (marked) 
Regarding categories in Nouns, AMU showed the highest 26 (50.0%) - 19 (36.5%) in 
class VIII and 7 (13.5%) in class IX out of the total 52 Singular/ Plural Confusion 
(marked), while APS followed with 19 (36.5%) - 5 (9.6%) in class VIII and 14 (26.9%) 
in class IX, whereas IPS showed 7 (13.5%) - 5 (9.6%) in class VIII and 2 (3.8%) in class 
IX.  
5.2.2.1.b Singular /Plural Confusion (unmarked) 
IPS showed the highest 46 (53.5%) - 30 (34.9%) in class VIII and 16 (18.6%) in class IX 
out of the total 86 Singular/ Plural Confusion (unmarked), while AMU showed 27 
(31.4%) - 25 (29.1%) in class VIII and 2 (2.3%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 13 
(15.1%) - 5 (5.8%) in class VIII and 8 (9.3%) in class IX.  
5.2.2.2.a Omitted noun when needed (marked) 
Out of the total 14 Omitted Noun when Needed (marked), AMU showed the highest 7 
(50.0%) - 4 (28.6%) in class VIII and 3 (21.4%) in class IX, while APS showed 5 
 158 
(35.7%), 3 (21.4%) in class VIII and 2 (14.3%) in class IX. IPS showed 2 (14.3%) – 1 
(7.1%) in class VIII and IX each.  
5.2.2.2.b Omitted noun when needed (unmarked) 
Out of the total 17 Omitted Noun when Needed (unmarked), AMU showed the highest 9 
(52.9%) - 4 (23.5%) in class VIII and 5 (29.4%) in class IX, while IPS followed with 5 
(29.4%) - 1 (5.9%) in class VIII and 4 (23.5%) in class IX, whereas APS showed the 
lowest 3 (17.6%) - 0(.0%) in class VIII and 3 (17.6%) in class IX.  
5.2.3 Pronouns 
5.2.3.1.a Lack of agreement with antecedent (marked) 
Considering Pronoun, out of the total 9 Lack of Agreement with Antecedent (marked), 
both AMU and APS showed the same sum 4 (44.4%) each. However, class VIII showed 
1 (11.1%) and class IX showed 3 (33.3%) in AMU, whereas APS showed 4 (44.4%) in 
class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX. IPS, on the other hand, showed the lowest 1 (11.1%) - 
1(11.1%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
5.2.3.1.b Lack of agreement with antecedent (unmarked) 
Out of the total 6 Lack of Agreement with Antecedent (unmarked), IPS showed 4 
(66.7%) - 3 (50.0%) in class VIII and 1 (16.7%) in class IX, whereas both AMU and 
APS showed the same sum i.e. 1 (16.7%) each. However, AMU showed 0 (.0%) in class 
VIII and 1 (16.7%) in class IX, while APS showed 1 (16.7%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) n 
class IX.  
5.2.3.2.a Unnecessarily used pronoun (marked) 
Out of the total 6 Unnecessarily Used Pronoun (marked), AMU showed the highest 5 
(83.3%) - 0(.0%) in class VIII and 5 (83.3%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 1 
(16.7%) - 1 (16.7%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, while IPS showed 0 (.0%) in 
class VIII and IX each.  
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5.2.3.2.b Unnecessarily used pronoun (unmarked) 
Out of the total 3 Unnecessarily Used Pronoun (unmarked), APS showed the highest 2 
(66.6%), 1 (33.3%) in class VIII and class IX each, while AMU showed 1 (33.3%) - 0 
(.0%) in class VIII and 1 (33.3%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed 0 (.0%) in both class 
VIII and IX each.  
5.2.3.3.a Omitted pronoun when needed (marked) 
AMU showed the highest 3 (50.0%) - 1 (16.7%) in class VIII and 2 (33.3%) in class IX 
out of the total 6 Omitted Pronoun when Needed (marked), while APS showed 2 (33.3%) 
- 2 (33.3%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed 1 (16.7%) - 0 
(.0%) in class VIII and 1 (16.7%) in class IX.  
5.2.3.3.b Omitted pronoun when needed (unmarked) 
All the three schools AMU, APS and IPS showed the same sum 1 (33.3%) each out of 
the total 3 (100.0%) Omitted Pronoun when Needed (unmarked). However, AMU and 
IPS showed the same sums, 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 1 (33.3%) in class IX each, 
whereas APS showed 1 (33.3%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX. 
5.2.3.4.a Incorrect form of pronoun (marked) 
IPS showed the highest 9 (56.3%) - 4 (25.0%) in class VIII and 5 (31.3%) in class IX out 
of the total 16 Incorrect Form of Pronoun (marked), while AMU showed 5 (31.3%) - 0 
(.0%) in class VIII and 5 (31.3%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 2 (12.5%) - 0 (.0%) 
in class VIII and 2 (12.5%) in class IX.  
5.2.3.4.b Incorrect form of pronoun (unmarked) 
APS showed the highest 4 (44.4%) - 3 (33.3%) in class VIII and 1 (11.1%) in class IX 
out of the total 9 Incorrect Form of Pronoun (unmarked), while AMU showed 3 (33.3%) 
- 2 (22.2%) in class VIII and 1 (11.1%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed 2 (22.2%) - 0 
(.0%) in class VIII and 2 (22.2%) in class IX.  
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5.2.4 Auxiliary 
5.2.4.1.a Incorrect choice of auxiliary (marked) 
Analyzing Auxiliary, out of the total 29 Incorrect Choice of Auxiliary (marked) both 
AMU and APS showed the same sum i.e. 13 (44.8%) each. However, AMU showed 4 
(13.8%) in class VIII and 9 (31.0%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 12 (41.4%) in 
class VIII and 1 (3.4%) in class IX, while IPS showed 3 (10.3%) - 1 (3.4%) in class VIII 
and 2 (6.9%) in class IX.  
5.2.4.1.b Incorrect choice of auxiliary (unmarked) 
Out of the total 25 Incorrect Choice of Auxiliary (unmarked), APS showed the highest 
10 (40.0%) - 6 (24.0%) in class VIII and 4 (16.0%) in class IX, while IPS showed 8 
(32.0%) - 5 (20.0%) in class VIII and 3 (12.0%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed 7 
(28.0%) - 5 (20.0%) in class VIII and 2 (8.0%) in class IX.  
5.2.4.2.a Auxiliary unnecessarily used (marked) 
APS showed the highest 10 (50.0%) - 9 (45.0%) in class VIII and 1 (5.0%) in class IX 
out of the total 20 Auxiliary Unnecessarily Used (marked). IPS followed with 6 (30.0%) 
- 5 (25.0%) in class VIII and 1 (5.0%) in class IX followed by AMU 4 (20.0%) - 1 
(5.0%) in class VIII and 3 (15.0%) in class IX.  
5.2.4.2.b Auxiliary unnecessarily used (unmarked) 
IPS showed the highest 4 (40.0%) - 4 (40.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX out of 
the total 10 Auxiliary unnecessarily used (unmarked), whereas both AMU and APS 
showed the same 3 (30.0%), 3 (30.0%) in class VIII each and 0 (.0%) in class IX each.  
5.2.4.3.a Auxiliary omitted when needed (marked) 
Out of the total 29 Auxiliary Omitted when Needed (marked), APS showed the highest 
12 (41.4%) - 8 (27.6%) in class VIII and 4 (13.8%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed 9 
(31.0%) - 8 (27.6%) in class VIII and 1 (3.4%) in class IX, while AMU showed 8 
(27.6%), 4 (13.8%) in class VIII and class IX each. 
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5.2.4.3.b Auxiliary omitted when needed (unmarked) 
Out of the total 18 Auxiliary Omitted when Needed (unmarked) IPS showed the highest 
15 (83.3%), 8 (44.4%) in class VIII and 7 (38.9%) in class IX whereas AMU showed 2 
(11.1%), 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 2 (11.1%) in class IX while APS showed 1 (5.6%) 1 
(5.6%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX. 
5.2.5 Verb 
5.2.5.1.a Incorrect verb form (marked) 
Analyzing categories in Verb, out of the total 140 Incorrect Verb Form (marked), AMU 
showed the highest 64 (45.7%) - 26 (18.6%) in class VIII and 38 (27.1%) in class IX, 
whereas IPS followed with 49 (35.0%) - 12 (8.6%) in class VIII and 37 (26.4%) in class 
IX, while APS showed lowest 27 (19.3%) - 8 (5.7%) in class VIII and 19 (13.6%) in 
class IX. 
5.2.5.1.b Incorrect verb form (unmarked) 
Out of the total 63 Incorrect Verb Form (unmarked), AMU showed the highest 32 
(50.8%) - 8 (12.7%) in class VIII and 24 (38.1%) in class IX, while IPS showed 19 
(30.2%) - 9 (14.3%) in class VIII and 10 (15.9%) in class IX, whereas APS showed the 
lowest 12 (19.0%), 1 (1.6%) in class VIII and 11 (17.5%) in class IX. 
5.2.5.2.a Incorrect verb choice (marked) 
AMU showed the highest 7 (41.2%) - 1 (5.9%) in class VIII and 6 (35.3%) in class IX 
out of the total 17 Incorrect Verb Choice (marked), while both APS and IPS showed 5 
(29.4%) each. However, APS showed 3 (17.6%) in class VIII and 2 (11.8%) in class IX, 
whereas IPS showed 1 (5.9%) in class VIII and 4 (23.5%) in class IX.  
5.2.5.2.b Incorrect verb choice (unmarked) 
IPS showed the highest 6 (60.0%) - 1 (10.0%) in class VIII and 5 (50.0%) in class IX out 
of the total 10 Incorrect Verb Choice (unmarked), while APS showed 3 (30.0%) - 2 
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(20.0%) in class VIII and 1 (10.0%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed 1 (10.0%), 0 
(.0%) in class VIII and 1 (10.0%) in class IX. 
5.2.5.3.a Verb omitted when needed (marked) 
Out of the total 15 Verb Omitted when Needed (marked), AMU showed the highest 6 
(40.0%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 6 (40.0%) in class IX, while IPS showed 5 (33.3%) - 
2 (13.3%) in class VIII and 3 (20.0%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 4 (26.7%) - 3 
(20.0%) in class VIII and 1 (6.7%) in class IX. 
5.2.5.3.b Verb omitted when needed (unmarked) 
Out of the total 5 Verb Omitted when Needed (unmarked), APS showed 3 (60.0%) - 3 
(60.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, while IPS showed 2 (40.0%) - 1 (20.0%) in 
class VIII and class IX each. Whereas AMU showed 0 (.0%) in each class VIII and class 
IX.  
5.2.6 Basic Sentence Structure 
5.2.6.1.a Incorrect Syntax (marked) 
Out of the total 16 Incorrect Sentence Structure (marked), AMU showed 7 (43.7%) - 4 
(25.0%) in class VIII and 3 (18.7%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 5 (31.2%) - 2 
(12.5%) in class VIII and 3 (18.7%) in class IX, while IPS showed the lowest 4 (25.0%) - 
2 (12.5%) in each class VIII and IX.  
5.2.6.1.b Incorrect Syntax (unmarked) 
Out of the total 4 Incorrect Sentence Structure (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 3 
(75.0%) - 2 (50.0%) in class VIII and 1 (25.0%) in class IX, while AMU showed 1 
(25.0%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 1 (25.0%) in class IX, whereas 0 (.0%) in each class 
VIII and IX in APS.  
5.2.6.2.a Incorrect subordinate clause (marked) 
APS showed the highest 10 (47.6%) - 3 (14.3%) in class VIII and 7 (33.3%) in class IX 
out of the total 21 Incorrect Subordinate Clause (marked), while AMU followed with 8 
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(38.1%) - 3 (14.3%) in class VIII and 5 (23.8%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed 3 
(14.3%) - 2 (9.5%) in class VIII and 1 (4.8%) in class IX.  
5.2.6.2.b Incorrect subordinate clause (unmarked) 
APS showed the highest 4 (50.0%) - 2 (25.0%) in class VIII and IX each out of the total 
8 Incorrect Subordinate Clause (unmarked), while AMU followed with 3 (37.5%) - 0 
(.0%) in class VIII and 3 (37.5%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed least 1 (12.5%) - 1 
(12.5%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
5.2.7 Sentence Types 
5.2.7.1 Simple sentences 
Analyzing Sentence Types, out of the total 848 Simple Sentences, IPS produced the 
highest 301 (35.5%) - 209 (24.6%) in class VIII and 92 (10.8%) in class IX, while APS 
followed with 288 (34.0%) - 170 (20.0%) in class VIII and 118 (13.9%) in class IX, 
whereas AMU showed 259 (30.5%) - 132 (15.6%) in class VIII and 127 (15.0%) in class 
IX. 
5.2.7.2 Compound sentences  
Out of the total 486 Compound Sentences, APS produced the highest 190 (39.1%) - 121 
(24.9%) in class VIII and 69 (14.2%) in class IX, while IPS followed with 158 (32.5%) - 
103 (21.2%) in class VIII and 55 (11.3%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed the lowest 
138 (28.4%) - 67 (13.8%) in class VIII and 71 (14.6%) in class IX.  
5.2.7.3 Complex sentences  
Out of the total 1001 Complex Sentences, APS showed the highest 382 (38.2%) - 233 
(23.3%) in class VIII and 149 (14.9%) in class IX, while AMU produced 290 (29.0%) - 
185 (18.5%) in class VIII and 105 (10.5%) in class IX, whereas IPS produced the lowest 
329 (32.9%) - 169 (16.9%) in class VIII and 160 (16.0%) in class IX.  
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5.2.8 Incomplete Sentences 
5.2.8.1.a Omission of subject (marked) 
Observing Incomplete Sentences, out of the total 5 Omission of Subject (marked), APS 
showed 3 (60.0%) - 2 (40.0%) in class VIII and 1 (20.0%) in class IX, while both AMU 
and IPS showed same sum 1 (20.0%) each. However, AMU showed 0 (.0%) in class VIII 
and 1 (20.0%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed 1 (20.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in 
class IX.  
5.2.8.1.b Omission of subject (unmarked) 
Out of the total 4 Omission of Subject (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 3 (75.0%) - 3 
(75.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, while AMU followed with 1 (25.0%) - 0 
(.0%) in class VIII and 1 (25.0%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 0 (.0%) in both class 
VIII and class IX each.  
5.2.8.2 Omission of prepositional phrase (marked and unmarked) 
All the three schools i.e. AMU, APS and IPS showed 0 (.0%) Omission of Prepositional 
Phrase (marked and unmarked) in both the classes. 
5.2.8.3.a Omission of noun phrase (marked) 
IPS showed the highest 4 (44.4%) - 3 (33.3%) in class VIII and 1 (11.1%) in class IX out 
of the total 9 Omission of Noun Phrase (marked), while AMU followed with 3 (33.3%) - 
2 (22.2%) in class VIII and 1 (11.1%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 2 (22.2%) - 1 
(11.1%) in both class VIII and class IX each.  
5.2.8.3.b Omission of noun phrase (unmarked) 
Again IPS showed the highest 2 (66.7%) - 2 (66.7%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX 
out of the total 3 Omission of Noun Phrase (unmarked), while AMU showed 1 (33.3%) - 
1 (33.3%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 0 (.0%) in both 
class VIII and class IX each. 
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5.2.9. Coordination 
5.2.9.1.a Incorrect choice of coordination (marked) 
Observing Coordination, out of the total 13 Incorrect Choice of Coordination (Marked), 
IPS showed the highest 6 (46.2%) - 4 (30.8%) in class VIII and 2 (15.4%) in class IX, 
while APS followed with 5 (38.5%) - 4 (30.8%) in class VIII and 1 (7.7%) in class IX, 
whereas AMU showed the lowest 2 (15.4%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 2 (15.4%) in 
class IX.  
5.2.9.1.b Incorrect choice of coordination (unmarked) 
Out of the total 6 Incorrect Choice of Coordination (unmarked), both APS and IPS 
showed same sum i.e. 3 (50.0%) each. Also, 3 (50.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class 
IX in each school. However, AMU showed 0 (.0%) both class VIII and class IX each.  
5.2.9.2.a Omitted coordination when needed (marked) 
IPS showed the highest 7 (58.3%) - 5 (41.7%) in class VIII and 2 (16.7%) in class IX, 
out of the total 12 Omitted Coordination when Needed (marked), while AMU showed 4 
(33.3%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 4 (33.3%) in class IX, whereas APS showed the 
lowest 1 (8.3%) - 1 (8.3%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
5.2.9.2.b Omitted coordination when needed (unmarked) 
Again IPS showed the highest 9 (64.3%) - 6 (42.9%) in class VIII and 3 (21.4%) in class 
IX, out of the total 14 Omitted Coordination when Needed (unmarked), while AMU 
showed 3 (21.4%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 3 (21.4%) in class IX, whereas APS 
showed 2 (14.3%) - 2 (14.3%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
5.2.9.3.a Unnecessary repetition of coordination (marked) 
Both AMU and APS showed same sum i.e. 2 (28.6%) each out of the total 7 
Unnecessary Repetition of Coordination (marked). Also, both schools showed 1 (14.3%) 
in class VIII and 1 (14.3%) in class IX each, whereas IPS showed highest 3 (42.9%) - 1 
(14.3%) in class VIII and 2 (28.6%) in class IX.  
 166 
5.2.9.3.b Unnecessary repetition of coordination (unmarked) 
Out of the total 2 Unnecessary Repetition of Coordination (unmarked), IPS showed 2 
(100.0%) - 2 (100.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, while both the schools AMU 
and APS showed (.0%) in both class VIII and class IX each.  
5.2.10 Capitalization 
5.2.10.1.a The first word in a sentence not capitalized (marked) 
Regarding Capitalization, out of the total 38 The First Word in a Sentence not 
Capitalized (marked), AMU showed the highest 14 (36.8%) - 5 (13.2%) in class VIII and 
9 (23.7%) in class IX, while APS showed 12 (31.6%) - 6 (15.8%) in class VIII and IX 
each. Also, IPS showed same sum i.e. 12 (31.6%) - 8 (21.1%) in class VIII and 4 
(10.5%) in class IX.  
5.2.10.1.b The first word in a sentence not capitalizer (unmarked) 
Out of the total 20 The First Word in a Sentence not Capitalized (unmarked), IPS 
showed the highest the 12 (60.0%) - 7 (35.0%) in class VIII and 5 (25.0%) in class IX, 
while APS followed with 6 (30.0%) - 5 (25.0%) in class VIII and 1 (5.0%) in class IX, 
whereas AMU showed 2 (10.0%) - 2 (10.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX. 
5.2.10.2.a The pronoun “I” not capitalized (marked) 
Out of the total 11 The Pronoun “I” not Capitalized (marked), AMU showed the highest 
5 (45.5%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 5 (45.5%) in class IX. APS also showed the same 
sum 5 (45.5%) - 3 (27.3%) in class VIII and 2 (18.2%) in class IX. IPS, on the other 
hand, showed 1 (9.1%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 1 (9.1%) in class IX.  
5.2.10.2.b The pronoun “I” not capitalized (unmarked) 
Out of the total 4 The Pronoun “I” not Capitalized (unmarked), IPS showed 3 (75.0%) - 
2 (50.0%) in class VIII and 1 (25.0%) in class IX, while AMU followed with 1 (25.0%) -
0 (.0%) in class VIII and 1 (25.0%) in class IX, whereas APS showed 0 (.0%) in both 
class VIII and class IX each.  
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5.2.10.3.a Proper noun not capitalized (marked) 
APS showed 8 (50.0%) - 7 (43.8%) in class VIII and 1 (6.3%) in class IX, out of the total 
16 Proper Noun not Capitalized (marked) followed by IPS 6 (37.5%) - 5 (31.3%) in class 
VIII and 1 (6.2%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed the lowest 2 (12.5%) - 0 (.0%) in 
class VIII and 2 (12.5%) in class IX.  
5.2.10.3.b Proper noun not capitalized (unmarked) 
IPS showed 16 (88.9%) - 14 (77.8%) in class VIII and 2 (11.1%) in class IX, out of the 
total 18 Proper Noun not Capitalized (unmarked), while both the schools AMU and APS 
showed 1 (5.6%) each, 1 (5.6%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX each in the two 
schools.  
5.2.10.4.a Words in a sentence and title not capitalized (marked) 
Out of the total 30 Words in a Sentence and Title not Capitalized (marked), AMU 
showed the highest 14 (46.7%) - 4 (13.3%) in class VIII and 10 (33.3%) in class IX, 
while APS followed with 9 (30.0%) - 3 (10.0%) in class VIII and 6 (20.0%) in class IX, 
whereas IPS showed 7 (23.3%) - 3 (10.0%) in class VIII and 4 (13.3%) in class IX.  
5.2.10.4.b Words in a sentence and title not capitalized (unmarked) 
Out of the total 71 Words in a Sentence and Title not Capitalized (unmarked), IPS 
showed highest 42 (59.2%) - 13 (18.3%) in class VIII and 29 (40.8%) in class IX 
followed by AMU 20 (28.2%) - 9 (12.7%) in class VIII and 11 (15.5%) in class IX 
followed by APS 9 (12.7%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 9 (12.7%) in class IX.  
5.2.10.5.a Overuse of capitalization (marked) 
Out of the total 38 Overuse of Capitalization (marked) both AMU and IPS showed the 
same sum i.e. 15 (39.5%) each. However, class VIII showed 5 (13.2%) and class IX 
showed 10 (26.3%) in AMU, while in IPS class VIII showed 11 (28.9%) and class IX 
showed 4 (10.5%). APS, whereas showed 8 (21.1%), 2 (5.3%) in class VIII and 6 
(15.8%) in class IX.  
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5.2.10.5.b Overuse of capitalization (unmarked) 
Out of the total 28 Overuse of Capitalization (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 19 
(67.9%) - 14 (50.0%) in class VIII and 5 (17.9%) in class IX, while APS showed 6 
(21.4%) - 5 (17.9%) in class VIII and 1 (3.6%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed 3 
(10.7%) - 2 (7.1%) in class VIII and 1 (3.6%) in class IX.  
5.2.11 Punctuation 
5.2.11.1.a Omitted period at the end of a sentence (marked) 
Regarding Punctuation, APS showed the highest 15 (48.4%) - 4 (12.9%) in class VIII 
and 11 (35.5%) in class IX, out of the total 31 Omitted Period at the End of a Sentence 
(marked), while IPS followed with 11 (35.5%) - 8 (25.8%) in class VIII and 3 (9.7%) in 
class IX, whereas AMU showed the lowest 5 (16.1%) - 2 (6.5%) in class VIII and 3 
(9.7%) in class IX.  
5.2.11.1.b Omitted period at the end of a sentence (unmarked) 
IPS showed the highest 14 (58.3%) - 9 (37.5%) in class VIII and 5 (20.8%) in class IX, 
out of the total 24 Omitted Period at the End of a Sentence (unmarked), followed by 
AMU 7 (29.2%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 7 (29.2%) in class IX, while APS showed the 
lowest 3 (12.5%) - 2 (8.3%) in class VIII and 1 (4.2%) in class IX.  
5.2.11.2.a Omitted period at the end of abbreviation (marked) 
Out of the total 3 Omitted Period at the End of Abbreviation (marked), APS showed the 
highest 3 (100.0%) - 3 (100.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, whereas both 
AMU and IPS showed 0 (.0%) in both class VIII and class IX each.  
5.2.11.2.b Omitted period at the end of abbreviation (unmarked) 
Out of the total 2 Omitted Period at the End of Abbreviation (unmarked), again APS 
showed 2 (100.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, while both AMU and IPS 
showed 0 (.0%) in both class VIII and class IX each.  
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5.2.11.3.a Omitted question mark (marked) 
APS showed the highest 2 (50.0%) - 2 (50.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, out 
of the total 4 Omitted Question Mark (marked), whereas both AMU and IPS showed 1 
(25.0%) each, both 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 1 (25.0%) in class IX in each school. 
5.2.11.3.b Omitted question mark (unmarked) 
APS and IPS showed the same sum 2 (50.0%) - 2 (50.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in 
class IX each, out of the total 4 Omitted Question Mark (unmarked), whereas AMU 
showed 0 (.0%) in both class VIII and class IX each.  
5.2.11.4.a Omitted exclamatory mark (marked) 
Out of the total 3 Omitted Exclamatory Mark (marked) all the three schools showed 
same sum 1 (33.3%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 1 (33.3%) in class IX in AMU and IPS 
each, while 1 (33.3%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX in APS. 
5.2.11.4.b Omitted exclamatory mark (unmarked) 
Out of the 4 Omitted Exclamatory Mark (unmarked), both APS and IPS showed 2 
(50.0%) each- 2 (50.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX each, while AMU showed 
0 (.0%) in both class VIII and class IX each.  
5.2.11.5.a Omitted Comma (marked) 
APS showed the highest 15 (50.0%) - 4 (13.3%) in class VIII and 11 (36.7%) in class IX, 
out of the total 30 Omitted Comma (marked) while AMU followed with 10 (33.3%) - 3 
(10.0%) in class VIII and 7 (23.3%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed 5 (16.7%) - 2 
(6.7%) in class VIII and 3 (10.0%) in class IX. 
5.2.11.5.b Omitted Comma (unmarked) 
Again APS showed the highest 11 (52.4%) - 5 (23.8%) in class VIII and 6 (28.6%) in 
class IX, out of the total 21 Omitted Comma (unmarked), while IPS showed 8 (38.1%) - 
3 (14.3%) in class VIII and 5 (23.8%) in class IX, whereas AMU showed the lowest 2 
(9.5%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 2 (9.5%) in class IX.  
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5.2.11.6.a Omitted quotation marks in direct speech (marked) 
APS showed the highest 8 (88.9%) - 7 (77.8%) in class VIII and 1 (11.1%) in class IX, 
out of the total 9 Omitted Quotation Marks in Direct Speech (marked), while AMU 
followed with 1 (11.1%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX, whereas IPS showed 0 
(.0%) in both class VIII and class IX each.  
5.2.11.6.b Omitted quotation marks in direct speech (unmarked) 
IPS showed the highest 8 (72.7%) - 7 (63.6%) in class VIII and 1 (9.1%) in class IX, out 
of the total 11 Omitted Quotation Marks in Direct Speech (unmarked), while AMU 
showed 2 (18.2%) -1 (9.1%) in both class VIII and class IX each, followed by APS 1 
(9.1%)  in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
5.2.11.7.a Overuse of punctuation (marked) 
Out of the total 19 Overuse of Punctuation (marked), AMU showed the highest 9 
(47.4%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 9 (47.4%) in class IX followed by APS 7 (36.8%) - 3 
(15.8%) in class VIII and 4 (21.1%) in class IX followed by IPS 3 (15.8%) - 3 (15.8%) in 
class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
5.2.11.7.b Overuse of punctuation (unmarked) 
Out of the total 17 Overuse of Punctuation (unmarked), APS showed the highest 8 
(47.1%) - 7 (41.2%) in class VIII and 1 (5.9%) in class IX followed by AMU 6 (35.3%) - 
3 (17.6%) in both class VIII and class IX each followed by IPS 3 (17.6%) - 3 (17.6%) in 
class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
5.2.11.8.a Apostrophe not used (marked) 
APS showed 5 (71.4%) - 3 (42.9%) in class VIII and 2 (28.6%) in class IX, out of the 
total 7 Apostrophe not Used (marked), while both AMU and IPS showed the same sum 1 
(14.3%) - 1 (14.3%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX each.  
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5.2.11.8.b Apostrophe not used (unmarked) 
IPS showed the highest 12 (60.0%) - 9 (45.0%) in class VIII and 3 (15.0%) in class IX, 
out of the total 30 Apostrophe not Used (unmarked), followed by APS 6 (30.0%) - 6 
(30.0%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX followed by AMU 12 (10.0%) - 12 (10.0%) 
in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
5.2.12 Vocabulary 
5.2.12.1.a Incorrect word choice (marked) 
Analyzing Vocabulary, out of the total 59 Incorrect Word Choice (marked), AMU 
showed 23 (39.0%) - 6 (10.2%) in class VIII and 17 (28.8%) in class IX followed by 
APS 20 (33.9%) - 9 (15.3%) in class VIII and 11 (18.6%) in class IX followed by IPS 16 
(27.1%) - 9 (15.3%) in class VIII and 7 (11.9%) in class IX.  
5.2.12.1.b Incorrect word choice (unmarked) 
Out of the total 51 Incorrect Word Choice (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 23 
(45.1%) - 17 (33.3%) in class VIII and 6 (11.8%) in class IX followed by APS 19 
(37.3%) - 17 (33.3%) in class VIII and 2 (3.9%) in class IX followed by AMU 9 (17.6%) 
- 9 (17.6%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX. 
5.2.12.2.a Wrong word formation (marked) 
Out of the total 20 Wrong Word Formation (marked), APS showed the highest 12 
(60.0%) - 6 (30.0%) in both class VIII and IX each followed by AMU 6 (30.0%) - 2 
(10.0%) in class VIII and 4 (20.0%) in class IX followed by IPS 2 (10.0%) - 1 (5.0%) in 
class VIII and class IX each.  
5.2.12.2.b Wrong word formation (unmarked) 
Out of the 15 Wrong Word Formation (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 7 (46.7%) - 5 
(33.3%) in class VIII and 2 (13.3%) in class IX followed by AMU 5 (33.3%) - 2 (13.3%) 
in class VIII and 3 (3 (20.0%) in class IX followed by APS 3 (20.0%) - 2 (13.3%) in 
class VIII and 1 (6.7%) in class IX.  
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5.2.13 Preposition 
5.2.13.1.a Incorrect choice of preposition (marked) 
Analyzing Preposition, out of the total 5 Incorrect Choice of Preposition (marked), APS 
showed the highest 3 (60.0%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 3 (60.0%) in class IX followed 
by AMU 2 (40.0%) - 1 (20.0%) in both class VIII and IX each followed by IPS 0 (.0%) 
in both class VIII and class IX each.  
5.2.13.1.b Incorrect choice of preposition (unmarked) 
Out of the total 7 Incorrect Choice of Preposition (unmarked), both APS and IPS showed 
same sum 3 (42.9%) - 2 (28.6%) in class VIII each and 1 (14.3%) in class IX each 
followed by AMU 1 (14.3%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 1 (14.3%) in class IX.  
5.2.13.2.a Omitted preposition when needed (marked) 
Out of the total 23 Omitted Preposition when Needed (marked), IPS showed the highest 
11 (47.8%) - 4 (17.4%) in class VIII and 7 (30.4%) in class IX. Both AMU and APS 
showed same sum 6 (26.1%). However, AMU showed 2 (8.7%) in class VIII and 4 
(17.4%) in class IX, while APS showed 4 (17.4%) in class VIII and 2 (8.7%) in class IX. 
5.2.13.2.b Omitted preposition when needed (unmarked) 
Out of the total 18 Omitted Preposition when Needed (unmarked), IPS showed the 
highest 9 (50.0%) - 3 (16.7%) in class VIII and 6 (33.3%) in class IX followed by AMU 
6 (33.3%) - 1 (5.6%) in class VIII and 5 (27.8%) in class IX followed by APS 3 (16.7%) 
- 3 (16.7%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
5.2.13.3.a Preposition used unnecessarily (marked) 
Out of the total 7 Preposition Used Unnecessarily (marked), IPS showed 3 (42.9%) - 2 
(28.6%) in class VIII and 1 (14.3%) in class IX followed by both AMU and APS 2 
(28.6%) each. However, AMU showed 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 2 (28.6%) in class IX, 
whereas APS showed 2 (28.6%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
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5.2.13.3.b Preposition used unnecessarily (unmarked) 
Out of the total 3 Preposition used Unnecessarily (unmarked), AMU showed the highest 
2 (66.7%) - 0 (.0%) in class VIII and 2 (66.7%) in class IX followed by IPS 1 (33.3%) - 
0 (.0%) in class VIII and 1 (33.3%) in class IX followed by 0 (.0%) in both class VIII 
and class IX in APS.  
5.2.14 Spelling 
5.2.14.1.a Wrong spelling (marked) 
Regarding Spelling, APS showed the highest 52 (38.8%) - 34 (25.4%) in class VIII and 
18 (13.4%) in class IX out of the total 134 Wrong Spelling (marked), while IPS followed 
with 46 (34.3%) - 34 (25.4%) in class VIII and 12 (9.0%) in class IX followed by AMU 
36 (26.9%) - 13 (9.7%) in class VIII and 23 (17.2%) in class IX.  
5.2.14.1.b Wrong spelling (unmarked) 
IPS showed the highest 44 (46.3%) - 37 (38.9%)in class VIII and 7 (7.4%) in class IX, 
out of the total 95 Wrong Spelling (unmarked), followed by APS 42 (44.2%) - 37 
(38.9%) in class VIII and 5 (5.3%) in class IX followed by AMU 9 (9.5%) - 4 (4.2%) in 
class VIII and 5 (5.3%) in class IX.  
5.2.15 Concord 
5.2.15.1.a No Subject-verb agreement (marked) 
Regarding Concord, IPS showed the highest 20 (40.8%) - 10 (20.4%) in class VIII class 
IX each, out of the total 49 No Subject-Verb Agreement (marked) followed by APS 16 
(32.7%) - 10 (20.4%) in class VIII and 6 (12.2%) in class IX followed by AMU 13 
(26.5%) - 5 (10.2%) in class VIII and 8 (16.3%) in class IX.  
5.2.15.1.b No subject-verb agreement (unmarked) 
APS showed the highest 23 (51.1%) -16 (35.6%) in class VIII and 7 (15.6%) in class IX 
out of the total 45 No Subject-Verb Agreement (unmarked), followed by IPS 20 (44.4%) 
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- 16 (35.6%) in class VIII and 4 (8.9%) in class IX followed by the lowest in AMU 2 
(4.4%) - 1 (2.2%) in each class VIII and class IX.  
5.2.16 Word Omission 
5.2.16.1.a Omitted word in a sentence (marked) 
Analyzing Word Omission, out of the total 26 Omitted Word in a Sentence (marked), 
APS and IPS showed 10 (38.5%) each - 8 (30.8%) in class VIII and 2 (7.7%) in class IX 
each, followed by AMU 6 (23.1%)  - 2 (7.7%) in class VIII and 4 (15.4%) in class IX. 
5.2.16.1.b Omitted word in a sentence (unmarked) 
Out of the total 17 Omitted Word in a Sentence (unmarked), APS showed the highest 10 
(58.8%) - 4 (23.5%) in class VIII and 6 (35.3%) in class IX followed by IPS 5 (29.4%) - 
4 (23.5%) in class VIII and 1 (5.9%) in class IX followed by AMU 2 (11.8%) - 2 
(11.8%) in class VIII and 0 (.0%) in class IX.  
5.2.17 Unclear Idea 
5.2.17.1.a Unclear idea (marked) 
Regarding the last category Unclear Idea, out of the total 69 Unclear Idea (marked), 
AMU showed the highest 26 (37.7%) - 14 (20.3%) in class VIII and 12 (17.4%) in class 
IX followed by IPS 23 (33.3%) - 4 (5.8%) in class VIII and 19 (27.5%) in class IX 
followed by APS 20 (29.0%) - 4 (5.8%) in class VIII and 16 (23.2%) in class IX. 
5.2.17.1.b Unclear idea (unmarked) 
Out of the total 29 Unclear Idea (unmarked), IPS showed the highest 17 (58.6%) - 3 
(10.3%) in class VIII and 14 (48.3%) in class IX followed by AMU 7 (24.1%) - 6 
(20.7%) in class VIII and 1 (3.4%) in class IX followed by APS 5 (17.2%) - 3 (10.3%) in 
class VIII and 2 (6.9%) in class IX.  
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5.3 Results: Assignment 1 
5.3.1 ANOVA Test 
5.3.1.a No Significance with regard to enumerated items in both schools and classes 
The ANOVA test of schools and classes in Assignment 1 showed no significance with 
regard to a number of items which have been enumerated. There were a number of 
variables among the significance with p- value less than .05. Among the unmarked were- 
unnecessarily used articles (.044), omitted articles (.004), incorrect verb choice (0.02), 
omitted coordination (0.001), sentence not capitalized (0.003), omitted period (0.004), 
omitted comma (0.02), omitted quotation marks (0.005), and subject verb agreement 
(0.002). The schools which showed the highest unmarked was AMU, followed by IPS 
and APS. The trend was more evident in class IX than in class VIII.  
Among the marked category was the incorrect choice of Auxiliary (0.036), omitted 
period at the end of a sentence (0), omitted period at the end of abbreviation (0.003) and 
omitted quotation marks in direct speech (.048). In the incorrect choice of auxiliary the 
mean rank was highest in AMU (81.8) followed by APS (78.11) and IPS (66.6). The 
mean rank among these items showed highest in APS followed by AMU and IPS. 
Among the classes was class IX which showed a higher mean rank followed by class 
VIII. In this marked section, the result showed the significant difference among 
auxiliary, verb form and omitted period.  
5.3.1.b Significance with regard to classes 
The ANOVA Test with regard to differences among classes showed significance in the 
following unmarked categories- lack of agreement with antecedent (0.048), omitted 
pronoun (0.003), unnecessary repetition of coordination (0.027), omitted exclamatory 
mark (0.017), incorrect word choice (0.007), and wrong spelling (0). The variance 
showed AMU as the highest, followed by IPS and APS. Among the class it is class IX, 
followed by class VIII. The unmarked showed highest in AMU as the previous result 
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which was a consolidated result of schools and classes. Among the marked items 
significant categories were omitted articles when needed (0.03), incorrect pronoun 
(0.001), incorrect verb form (0), omitted comma (0.032). In the complex sentence, AMU 
showed the highest rank followed by APS and IPS respectively. 
5.3.1.c Significance with regard to schools 
The ANOVA test with regard to school showed unmarked among the following- 
singular/ plural, omitted auxiliary, proper noun not capitalized, title and words in 
sentence not capitalized, apostrophe not used, overuse of capitalization. Here the trend 
draws AMU as highest followed by IPS and APS. Among the marked items were the 
following- auxiliary unnecessarily used, incorrect verb choice, omission of prepositional 
phrase, over use of punctuation, and wrong word formation. Here the highest is seen in 
APS followed by IPS. Class IX showed a higher mean rank than class VIII.  
The result showed the highest unmarked in most cases among AMU which could be 
accounted to a number of factors like large classes, lack of individual attention, and 
teacher overload. Assignment 1 was the survey of the written assignments as part of class 
work and home work assignments which shows a number of unmarked features. 
5.3.2 Descriptive Statistics of Marked and Unmarked patterns 
The descriptive statistics of Assignment 1 shows a pattern between marked and 
unmarked . The items marked are shown as being less when compared to the unmarked 
in the total. However, the result shows an unusual trend in some cases where this pattern 
is not found. Among the following: (M- Marked, UN- Unmarked) 
1. Omitted noun when needed (M- 29, UM-18) 
2. Lack of agreement with antecedent (M- 23, UM- 16) 
3. Incorrect form of pronoun(M- 60, UM- 34) 
4. Incorrect choice of Auxiliary (M-116, UM-91) 
5. Auxiliary unnecessarily used (M- 24, UM- 15) 
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6. Incorrect Verb Form (M- 216, UM- 189) 
7. Incorrect Verb Choice (M- 18, UM- 13) 
8. Incorrect Syntax (M- 23, UM- 17) 
9. Incorrect subordinate clause (M- 43, UM- 27) 
10. Omission of Subject (M- 22, UM- 15) 
11. Omission of Prepositional phrase (M- 15, UM- 10) 
12. Omission of Noun Phrase (M-22, UM- 11) 
13. Incorrect Choice of Coordination (M- 40, UM- 23) 
14. Unnecessary use of Coordination (M- 12, UM-12) 
15. Pronoun ‘I’ not Capitalized (M- 12, UM-7) 
16. Wrong Word Formation (M- 39, UM- 34) 
17. Omitted Word in a Sentence (M- 87, UM- 79) 
18. Unclear Idea (M- 13, UM- 13) 
The result showed a number of omitted items which have been unmarked, e.g., omitted 
articles, singular/ plural omission, omitted pronoun, omitted auxiliary, omitted verb, 
omitted coordination,. Other than omission, lack of capitalization, incorrect word choice, 
and spelling have also been left unmarked.  
Among the marked category, showing the listed items above, the result showed APS as 
the highest, followed by IPS, and AMU. Among classes it is class VIII followed by class 
IX. Omission among Noun, Subject, Noun Phrase, and word is marked while omission 
among pronoun, auxiliary, verb, coordination, was unmarked. It pointed to the 
importance given to the word at the subject position. In case of incorrect word form it 
was the pronoun, verb form, verb choice, subordinate clause and coordination which 
were marked while incorrect word choice, wrong vocabulary and incorrect preposition 
were left unattended along with spelling. 
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5.4 Results: Assignment 2 
Assignment 2 was the study conducted on the classes VIII and IX students in the three 
schools where they were given an essay to write on. The essays were then handed to the 
respective English teachers along with a checklist to assess and to write their comments.  
5.4.1 ANOVA Test 
The ANOVA shows the following result where a list of no significant difference was 
found to be among the learners.  
5.4.1.a Common significant differences with regard to enumerated items in both 
schools and classes 
Among the common significant differences (schools and classes) the marked items were- 
incorrect verb form (0.024 in school and 0.004 in class), omitted quotation marks (0.001 
in school and 0.016 in class). The unmarked category had the following items- words in 
a sentence and title not capitalized (0.009 and 0.047), overuse of capitalization (0.002 
and 0.021), apostrophe not used (0.038 and 0.004), wrong spelling (0.027 and 0.001), no 
subject verb agreement (0.003 and 0.012). The total number of verbs used wrongly was 
highest in AMU followed by IPS and APS. The total number of sentences used was 
highest in APS followed by IPS and AMU. Among the classes it was highest in class 
VIII followed by class IX. 
5.4.1.b Significance with regard to classes 
ANOVA test on Assignment 2 which was significant with regard to differences in 
classes showed unmarked differences in singular/ plural confusion, auxiliary 
unnecessarily used, incorrect verb form, and overuse of punctuation. Among the 
unmarked category IPS was highest, followed by APS and AMU. The highest was class 
VIII followed by class IX. Class VIII showed a higher statistics in singular/ plural, 
auxiliary unnecessarily used, simple sentence, overuse of punctuation and wrong 
spelling.  
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5.4.1.c Significance with regard to schools 
The ANOVA test showed differences among schools both in case of marked and 
unmarked. Among the marked category, APS was higher when compared to AMU and in 
the unmarked, AMU was higher than APS. Among the classes in marked category, class 
VIII showed higher mean rank in singular/ plural while class IX showed higher mean 
rank in unnecessarily used pronoun. In the unmarked category, IPS had high mean rank 
in proper noun not capitalized while in omitted comma, APS had high mean rank. The 
total of wrong capitalization was highest in APS in class IX. The total of punctuation 
used [unnecessarily ], the highest was APS in class VIII. In the category of punctuation 
used wrongly in the total, APS had the highest mean rank among school. In the total of 
subject verb disagreement APS had the highest. In the categorization of total, the mean 
rank was higher in class IX in capitalization and in class VIII in punctuation and subject 
verb disagreement.  
5.4.2 Case Summary 
The case summary of Assignment 2 showed a maximum of unmarked items. However, 
the following shows that marked is more in these cases: 
1. Unnecessarily used Articles (M- 11, UM- 10). 
2. Lack of agreement with antecedent (M- 9, UM- 6) 
3. Unnecessarily used Pronoun (M- 6, UM- 3) 
4. Omitted pronoun when needed (M- 6, UM- 3) 
5. Incorrect form of pronoun (M- 16, UM- 9). 
6. Incorrect choice of Auxiliary (M- 29, UM- 25) 
7. Auxiliary used Unnecessarily (M- 20, UM- 10) 
8. Auxiliary omitted when Needed (M- 29, UM- 18) 
9. Incorrect Verb Form (M- 140, UM- 63) 
10. Incorrect Verb Choice (M- 17, UM- 10) 
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11. Verb omitted when Needed (M- 15, UM- 5) 
12. Incorrect Syntax (M- 16, UM- 4) 
13. Incorrect Subordinate Clause (M- 21, UM- 8) 
14. Omission of Subject (M- 5, UM- 4) 
15. Omission of Noun Phrase (M- 9, UM- 3) 
16. Incorrect choice of Coordination (M- 13, UM- 6) 
17. Unnecessary repetition of Coordination (M- 7, UM- 2) 
18. The First Word in a Sentence not Capitalized (M- 38, UM- 20) 
19. Pronoun ‘I’ not Capitalized (M - 11, UN – 4) 
20. Overuse of Capitalization (M- 38, UM- 28) 
21. Omitted Period at the End of a Sentence (M- 31, UM- 24) 
22. Omitted Period at the end of abbreviation (M- 3, UM- 2) 
23. Omitted Question Mark (M- 4, UM- 4) 
24. Omitted Comma (M- 30, UM- 21) 
25. Overuse of Punctuation (M- 19, UM- 17) 
26. Incorrect Word Choice (M- 59, UM- 51) 
27. Wrong Word Formation (M- 20, UM- 15) 
28. Omitted Preposition (M- 23, UM- 18) 
29. Preposition Used Unnecessarily (M- 7, UM- 3) 
30. Wrong Spelling (M- 134, UM- 95) 
31. No Subject-Verb Agreement (M- 49, UM- 45) 
32. Omitted Word in a Sentence (M- 26, UM- 17) 
33. Unclear Idea (M- 69, UM- 29) 
The highest number among marked form is incorrect verb form (140), followed by 
wrong spelling (134), unclear idea (69), and incorrect word choice (59). The lowest 
among marked are the items like- omission of subject (5), omission of Noun Phrase (9), 
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lack of agreement among antecedent (9), unnecessarily used pronoun (6), and omitted 
pronoun when needed (6). 
The result which shows a number of marked items may be accounted by the fact that in 
Assignment 2, a questionnaire was given to the teachers before the assessment which 
could have made them more aware of the various aspects of assessment. Another reason 
could be the essay task which was given as in class activity keeping the level of the 
learners in mind. 
5.5 Comparative Results (Assignment 1 and Assignment 2) 
A comparison between Assignment 1 and Assignment 2 shows the following results: 
The first component shows differences with regard to a number of items which have 
been listed. In case of schools and classes among the unmarked category, the 
commonality was in the ‘no subject-verb agreement’ category. In Assignment 1 the mean 
rank was highest in AMU and in class IX. In Assignment 2 the mean rank was highest in 
APS and in class VIII. Assignment 1 showed a total of nine categories as unmarked, 
whereas Assignment 2 showed a total of five categories as unmarked. This could be 
accounted for, by the fact, that the teachers had been given the questionnaire which 
surveyed their attitude towards the assessment procedures. Under the controlled 
conditions in Assignment 2, therefore, showed a reduction of unmarked categories 
suggesting greater attention towards the task given. The reduction in the marked category 
in Assignment 2 could further be accounted for by the fact that Assignment 2 was a class 
activity where the students were briefed about the task and the assessment. Under such 
controlled conditions the errors on account of neglect, carelessness, overuse and 
underuse of certain items showed reduction. 
In the category of class, the unmarked category showed a reduction in Assignment 2. 
There was no category which was common here between the two sets of Assignment in 
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the unmarked category. There was no significant difference in the marked category 
among the classes. 
Among the schools the unmarked in Assignment 1 showed 6 items, whereas in 
Assignment 2 it showed two items. The commonality here was the auxiliary omitted and 
proper noun not capitalized. The marked category in both does not show any 
commonality but a reduction in Assignment 2. In Assignment 1 in the unmarked 
category it was AMU which was highest, followed by IPS and APS. In Assignment 2 in 
the unmarked category it was IPS which was the highest followed by APS, whereas in 
the marked category it was AMU followed by APS. 
Assignment 1 showed significance in simple sentence with AMU showing the highest 
mean rank followed by IPS and APS. Further it was class VIII which showed a higher 
mean rank than class IX. Significance shown in simple sentence was an indicator of the 
use of simple sentences in both the classes and in the schools, thereby avoiding the use of 
compound and complex sentences. Assignment 2 shows significance in wrong 
capitalization with IPS as highest. Further the total punctuation used wrongly showed 
significance with APS as highest along with total subject-verb disagreement with APS as 
highest. 
5.6 Teacher’s Questionnaire 
With regard to question number 1, 2 and 3 which dealt with the importance and need of 
assessment, all our teacher respondents agreed that assessment was necessary. Research 
has shown that assessment is an important teaching-learning tool. Accordingly, all 9 
teachers agreed with the statement that assessment was a necessary part of any training 
programme. Question number 5 and 6 dealt with the kind of testing that takes place in a 
classroom. In question number 5, 3 out of 9 respondents agreed that informal assessment 
is done through standardized testing, whereas the rest 6 teachers disagreed with the idea. 
Even informal assessments can be conducted through standardized testing in a 
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classroom. Regarding question number 8, 8 teachers agreed to the widely known fact that 
formal assessments are conducted through standardized testing while 1 disagreed.  
Question 4 and 7 dealt with the attitude of the teachers towards teaching of writing in a 
classroom.  Responding to question no. 4, 6 teachers reported that they considered 
writing as a very important skill in the learning of a language while 3 reported it as an 
important skill. The response to this question as ‘very important’ and ‘important’ fairly 
demonstrates teachers’ positive and serious attitude towards writing as a skill and its 
teaching as well. However, responding to question number 7 which asked them about 
how much time should be devoted to writing in a week, 5 respondents marked 21% to 
50% while 2 marked 51% to 75% and 2 thought 0% to 21% of time should be given to 
writing in a week. There is a limited amount of time allotted to every subject in a 
classroom. No special period devoted exclusively to writing skills, burden on teachers to 
complete the class course in time, large class size, and correction overload etc. are some 
of the reasons due to which teachers think of devoting limited amount of time to such an 
important cognitive skill. All these factors influence teachers attitudes and willingness to 
teach complex and gradual skill like writing. Although they all recognized the 
importance of writing as a major skill to master, however, certain factors may affect their 
attitudes in nurturing effective writing skills in students. This is apparent from the 
response that only 2 teachers agreed to devote 51% -75% of time to teach writing in a 
week.  
Correcting and responding to students’ works is an important part of a teacher’s job. 
Most of the teacher’s time is devoted to correcting students’ work and responding to 
them. Question 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 dealt with the teacher correction based on specific 
criteria. 5 teachers responded to question number 8 saying that they ‘always’ corrected 
the class work, while 4 of them marked ‘frequently’. Regarding the response on 
corrections made on home work in question number 9, 7 teachers marked ‘always’ while 
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2 teachers marked’ frequently’. And all the nine teachers agreed that they had criteria for 
correction. Almost all the note books were found to be corrected by the teachers in each 
school. Analysis of Assignment 1 and 2 showed that there was more focus on grammar 
and other features than on content and organization. This preference of form over content 
was clearly apparent in the response given to question number 11 which required the 
teachers to mark the order of their preferences while correcting the written work. Only 2 
teachers gave their preference to content and organization indicating their broader 
understanding of the writing as a cognitive skill, while 2 respondents did not respond to 
the question, whereas 5 others gave priority and preference to capitalization, spelling, 
grammar, etc. The teachers were asked in question number 12 whether they could use the 
items listed in question number 11 as a checklist for correction. 4 teacher respondents 
marked ‘yes’ while 3 marked ‘may be’ while the same two who did not respond to 
question number 11 did not respond to question number 12 at all.  All the 9 teachers 
agreed to the idea in question number 13 that a correction checklist is very effective for 
learners. Research has found that a checklist not only eases the task of a teacher while 
correcting and responding to students’ work, involving students in its creation enables 
them to understand the criteria for correction and provides them with a better 
understanding of the task. In this way, students learn to assess their own work as well as 
of their peers. Checklists can be very effective for the teaching and learning of writing in 
a classroom. 
Question 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18 inform us about the attitude of the teachers towards the 
mistakes committed by the learners. Responding to question number 14, 6 teachers 
reported that they ‘always’ followed up to see if the mistakes have not been repeated, 
while 3 reported ‘sometimes’. This is very crucial for writing teachers to know whether 
the students have overcome their mistakes in subsequent writing tasks. It is important to 
monitor students’ progress in learning in every possible way. Repetition of mistakes 
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shows the lack of students’ understanding of a concept. In such cases, teachers should 
make every possible effort to work with students in improving them. Conferencing with 
them, giving them drill exercises can be used to improve their mistakes. Focused teacher 
correction on specific targeted aspects like ideas, vocabulary, spelling, tenses etc. would 
provide direction to the classroom. Responding to question number 15, 4 teachers 
reported that they ‘sometimes’ left the mistakes unmarked, while 4 teachers believed that 
they ‘never’ left the mistakes unmarked, whereas 1 teacher informed that she ‘often’ left 
the mistakes unmarked. May be, her correction centered on focused aspects of writing. 
  Question number 16 elicited teachers’ view on how they indicated their correction. 3 
teachers preferred to circle the mistakes, 3 underlined and comment, while 2 circled, 
underlined and comment, and 1 preferred to underline the mistakes. Question number 17 
dealt with the issue of diagnosing students’ weaknesses in writing. 7 out of 9 teacher 
respondents reported that they were very often able to diagnose problems in writing, 
while the rest 2 teachers responded to ‘not very often’. The students’ writing samples are 
already a witness of their strengths and weaknesses in writing. The teachers while 
evaluating the students’ work could easily diagnose the students’ strengths and 
weaknesses in writing and direct their instruction accordingly.  
Question 18 required the teachers to inform what they do if the mistake persists. 8 
teachers adequately addressed the question while1 did not. For example, respondent 4 
commented in the following way: 
Talking to the students personally, giving them a chance to talk freely, understanding the 
problem and suggesting ways to improve were some measures which were undertaken. 
This sort of response explicitly states the teacher’s attitude towards her students’ 
mistakes. Classroom is a mixture of both good learners and poor learners. Some learners, 
therefore, are quick to master the writing skills while others develop them late. Question 
19 (a) and (b) dealt with the assessment difference between good and poor writers. 6 
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teachers agreed to the question number 19 (a) that their assessment/ evaluation differed 
in case of good and poor writers. While 3 of them thought that there should be no 
difference between the assessment/ evaluation of good and poor writers. Question 
number 19 (b) required them to comment on why they think there should be difference or 
no difference between the assessment/ evaluation of good and poor writers. Poor writers 
need more attention and clarity in writing. Teachers’ responses indicated that teachers 
willingly work on such poor writers who need more guidance as is evident in the 
response provided by respondent number 1, “Minute observation for poor writers and 
help is provided. Good writers are appreciated for their work”. The responses suggest the 
ability of the teacher to mark a distinction between unskilled and skilled writers. This 
leads to a difference in the way they approach the learning outcomes through the tasks 
which they give. Likewise, respondent number 4 stated that teachers should make no 
difference between the assessment/evaluation of good and poor writers, however, 
emphasized the need of paying more attention to the poor writers. And they should 
encourage them to overcome their difficulties in writing by practice. The analysis of 
Assignment 2 showed that good writers in all the three schools planned before writing. 
Their essays were properly organized and divided into separate paragraphs, each 
paragraph containing an idea. Besides, their essays seemed to be more revised than that 
of other writers. Some of the students wrote rough drafts before actually producing the 
final ones. In a 45 minute period they were able to produce a rough and fair draft at the 
same time. Good writers focused more on ideas, content and organization than on 
grammar. The essays were long and well written.  
Poor writers, on the other hand, focused on grammatical features. Their essays lacked 
content and were haphazardly organized. Some essays were incomplete while others had 
spelling, vocabulary and punctuation errors in them.  
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Practicing writing throughout a session will naturally result in acquiring better writing 
skills and transforming into good writers. 5 teachers agreed to the question number 20 
that at the end of the session significant change occurred in the writing ability of the 
writers, 2 of them marked ‘not always’, while 1 disagreed to the idea. By the end of the 
session students should understand the prerequisite of the good writing, master all the pre 
writing and writing techniques and know how to read and revise their own work. Such 
developments will make them skilled writers who have mastered the skills of good 
writing. May be all the 5 teachers had observed some such significant changes and 
improvements in their students’ writing. As a writing teacher, it is necessary to develop 
maturity in students’ writing. Teachers in cases where students do not show any sign of 
improvement in the writing skills at the end of a session will have to immediately 
redirect their teaching pattern, go through syllabus once again, and try to talk to the 
students and parents individually to know what actually the problem is.  Question 
number 21 dealt with the problems faced by the learners in writing. All the 9 teachers 
responded to the question and suggested various points. For example, 2 teachers viewed 
learners’ incapability of expressing ideas clearly as a major problem in their writing. 3 
teachers considered their lack of grammatical proficiency as reflected in their use of 
tenses, appropriate use of auxiliaries etc. 2 teachers thought spelling as a major area of 
difficulty in writing, while the rest 2 thought organization of ideas as problematic in 
student’s writing.  
 The longest section was question number 22, consisting of 20 statements which required 
teachers to either agree or disagree with them. Most of the statements were a summary of 
previously asked questions. For example, question (i) and (ii) dealt with the position and 
place that writing held in a language classroom.  Responding to question 22 (i) 4 teachers 
strongly agreed that the ability to write is an important aspect in second language 
instruction while 4 simply agreed and 1 disagreed with the idea. It may be possible that 
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the teacher who disagreed gave emphasis to other skills like reading and speaking. 
Similarly, responding to statement (ii), one teacher strongly disagreed that writing has 
been a neglected skill while 6 simply disagreed with the notion, whereas 2 agreed to this. 
Statements (iii), (iv) and (v) informed us of the teachers’ view on assessing students’ 
writing. Assessment was defined in various ways in all the three statements and 
respondents were asked to either agree or disagree with the idea that was presented 
regarding the assessment of writing. For example, 2 teachers strongly agreed to the idea 
in statement (iii) that assessing a task meant dealing with evaluating the appropriateness 
of response, whereas 5 teachers agreed, 1 disagreed and 1 was undecided. Likewise, 2 
teachers strongly agreed to the idea in statement (iv) that assessment of writing meant 
checking grammatical structure, while 3 agreed, 3 disagreed, whereas 1 was again 
undecided. Also, 3 strongly agreed to the idea in statement (v) that in class assessment 
can be done in a number of ways, while 4 agreed and 1 disagreed, while 1 went 
undecided. 
Statement (vi) sought teachers’ view on checklists. It asked them whether distributing 
assessment checklist to the students beforehand would be useful in their writing. The 
results showed that 1 respondent marked undecided, 1 disagreed, while 5 teachers 
approved it and the 2 strongly agreed to the idea of incorporating checklist in a writing 
classroom. 
Statement (vii) required teachers to give their response on whether the follow up of the 
assessment procedure is not always possible. 5 teachers agreed that follow up procedure 
was not always possible due to practical difficulties such as large class size, limited time 
allotted, and correction load etc. These teachers may be aware of the need and usefulness 
of the follow up of the assessment procedure but they may have problems in the practical 
areas. 3 teachers disagreed, while 1 did not respond. 
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Statement (viii) dealt with the teachers’ response on writing errors. It sought their 
response on whether repetition of errors in students’ writing indicated ineffectiveness of 
teachers’ assessment. Responding to this, 5 teachers disagreed to it indicating reasons 
other than teachers’ inability to assess efficiently. 3 teachers agreed, while 1 strongly 
agreed. 
Statements (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii), (xiv) elicited teachers’ view on various aspects of 
writing like content, mechanics, word choice, vocabulary, organization and logical 
sequencing. Responding to statement number (ix), 4 teachers agreed that assessment 
should be focused on the content of the task not on the mechanics of writing, while 4 
disagreed, whereas 1 did not respond. Similarly, 3 agreed to statement (x) that priority 
should be given to what is written than to how it has been written, whereas 6 disagreed 
with it. Put another way, this statement meant to state that content should be preferred 
over form. Responding to statement (xi) which focused on word choice as an important 
aspect in writing, 2 teacher respondents strongly agreed, while 7 too showed agreement 
with the idea. Statement (xii) echoed the same idea as in (xi) on vocabulary as being an 
important aspect in writing skills. Responding to it, 4 teachers strongly agreed, while the 
rest 5 too agreed to it. Similarly, statement (xiii) elicited teachers view on the 
organization of ideas, 3 teachers agreed that organization of ideas was usually not given 
much attention, while 6 disagreed. Statement (xiv) elicited their view on whether they 
viewed logical sequencing as an aspect of organization. 2 teachers showed strong 
agreement, 6 others too agreed, but 1 disagreed with it. 
Statements (xv), (xvi), and (xvii) elicited their view on self assessment and peer 
feedback. Statement (xv) asked whether they considered it important to ask the learners 
to check their own work before submitting it. 4 teachers strongly agreed with the idea of 
self- assessment, 3 teachers also showed agreement, while the rests 2 disagreed. 
Likewise, statement (xvi) required whether the students could correct some errors in their 
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writing themselves during revision. 4 teachers strongly agreed, 4 too agreed with the idea 
of students looking for errors in their writing while 1 disagreed with the concept. 4 
teachers strongly agreed to the statement (xvii) that peer correction was an effective way 
to deal with evaluation, while 2 agreed, 2 disagreed, whereas 1 was undecided. 
Regarding statement (xviii), 1 teacher respondent strongly agreed that marginal 
comments were more effective than end comments, whereas 6 agreed and 2 showed 
disagreement. On observing and analyzing teachers’ response on students’ writing in 
Assignment 1 and 2 of the research, it was found that works that bore teachers’ 
comments on them were corrected carefully and in a detailed manner. Students read the 
comments and incorporated all the points as mentioned by the teacher.  Along with the 
checklist that gives the criteria for correction, teachers should write comments on 
students’ works as well. This provides a better understanding of the view of students’ 
writing.  
The last two statements dealt with the diagnosis of the learners’ problems. Statement 
(xix) required the teachers to give their view on whether poor writers needed more 
attention and diagnosis of their problems. 5 respondents strongly agreed, while 3 simply 
agreed, and 1 disagreed. The last statement (xx) required the teachers to give their view 
on whether teachers needed to diagnose the learner’s problems over a considerable 
period of time. 2 teachers strongly agreed, while 6 agreed and 1 disagreed with the 
statement. 
5.7  Reflection on Observation and Data Interpretation 
Talking to the teachers, observing note books and students’ performances while they 
were writing and analysis of the results revealed that learning was not documented 
formatively in the classrooms. Also, most of the teachers did not plan their instruction to 
guide learning. Students were not given actual learning environment rather the focus was 
on successful completion of the course. There was very little place for writing in the 
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classrooms where English was taught as a subject. The teachers rushed through the 
content without actually capturing the essence and skills that the unit aimed for. The 
schools’ administrations held teachers accountable for the dissemination of course before 
the summative evaluations. Therefore, their conversation was built around course 
completion and wind up issues rather than the acquisition of skills and knowledge. The 
success of the classes with respect to others was illustrated to the principals and school 
administration through statistic measures and grades. Clearly, in such an environment 
actual learning suffers at the cost of performances demonstrated through tests. With the 
position of overall learning is so slow, writing skills development which requires 
extensive practice, real learning environment, enough time to plan, think, discuss, revise, 
assess, and reflect finds no place in such classrooms. Obviously, in a 45 minute period, 
how much writing can take place in English as a subject ? 
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CHAPTER SIX 
CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS 
 
6.1 Conclusion 
With an increasing number of non native learners in English and the spread of English as 
a global language, the quality of writing skills and their characteristics needs attention. 
The teaching of L2 at the school level needs to be studied intensely with a view to 
looking at the problems of writing. The specific syntactic, lexical and rhetorical features 
of writing need to be carefully studied by the teacher to determine the persistent errors. 
The aim of this work had been to look into this problem and to view the evaluation 
pattern so as to provide an insight into L2 pedagogical applications.   
Assessment of evaluation in the classroom differs from a large scale educational 
assessment. Classroom assessment of evaluation requires looking into the actual teaching 
practices in the learning process. Teachers need to attend to the abilities and skills of 
learners through the classroom practices and not just formal tests. The context is the 
learning environment and the progress of the learners can be assessed in relation to their 
involvement with the context.  
The study of the assessment patterns of class VIII and class IX in the different schools in 
Aligarh showed certain interesting results. The description of errors had been adapted 
from Jill Kerper Mora’s checklist titled “Grammatical and Syntactic Competencies in L2 
Writing. A Checklist for Designing Instruction.” A number of categories had been added 
to analyze the assessment pattern. This was done through the teachers’ questionnaire in-
class assessment, and studying the assessment patterns of the essay task given to the 
learners in the class. 
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The ANOVA test showed a list of significant and not significant items in both the 
results. In Assignment 1, the total not significant marked category was 30 and unmarked 
was 19 while in Assignment 2, the total not significant marked was 37 and unmarked 
was 31. Among the common significant differences with p- value less than .05 in 
Assignment I, the unmarked category in schools and classes were: unnecessarily used 
articles (.044), omitted articles (.004), incorrect verb choice (0.02), omitted coordination 
(0.001), sentences not capitalized (0.003), omitted period (0.004), omitted comma (0.02), 
omitted quotation marks (0.005) and subject-verb agreement (0.002). The schools which 
were highest were AMU, followed by IPS and APS. In Assignment 2, the unmarked 
category were words in a sentence and title not capitalized (.009 and .047), overuse of 
capitalization (0.002 and 0.021), apostrophe not used (0.038 and 0.004), and wrong 
spelling (0.027 and 0.001), no subject verb agreement (0.003 and 0.012). The 
commonality in both Assignment 1 and 2 was seen in subject-verb agreement and 
overuse of capitalization in the unmarked category. Among the marked category, in 
Assignment I was: incorrect choice of auxiliary (0.036), omitted period at the end of 
abbreviation (0.003), and omitted quotation marks (.048). In Assignment 2, the marked 
items were: incorrect verb form (0.024), and omitted quotation marks (0.001). The above 
results in both schools and classes showed the unmarked category as being higher than 
the marked category. In assignment I the highest unmarked was in AMU, followed by 
IPS and APS. In assignment 2 it was IPS, followed by APS and AMU. In the marked 
category, in assignment I it was APS followed by AMU and IPS whereas, in assignment 
2 it was AMU followed by APS.  
The above result showed a variance in both assignment 1 and assignment 2 in the 
category of schools and classes taken together. In the unmarked, the highest was AMU in 
assignment I and IPS in assignment 2. In the marked category the highest was APS in 
assignment I and AMU in assignment 2. The unmarked category as being higher in 
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AMU could be attributed to a number of problems in the teacher student ratio and the 
inability of the teacher to give individual attention to the learner. The grammatical items 
which had been left unmarked showed negligence, which can be attributed to a number 
of factors. The learners need to be aware of these persistent problems in their writing and 
a checklist could be provided at the beginning of the session with the list of these 
grammatical items. While assessing the teachers could provide abbreviations of the items 
so that the learner would know the mistakes. Simply underlining or marking does not 
acquaint the learner with the mistakes he commits while writing. Further, it is evident 
from result that the unmarked is higher in assignment I than in assignment 2. One reason 
attributed to this could be that assignment I was the observation of the tasks given to the 
learners as class work, whereas assignment 2 was carried out under controlled 
conditions. In assignment 2 the students were given topics on the spot to write an essay 
on any one of them. So, there was no prior training or help that students received while 
writing essays. Assignment 2 showed closer and more careful assessment of the 
problems of the learners. The reduction in the marked category also showed the effort at 
avoidance of careless mistakes under controlled conditions. 
In the next category, separately shown in classes, the differences in the unmarked was 
once again more in assignment I as compared to marked assignment 2. In assignment I 
among the classes it was class IX which had more unmarked categories than class VIII. 
In assignment 2 however, the result was the same for both the classes. In the marked 
category, in assignment 1, class IX showed predominance in all four categories stated as 
marked, whereas in assignment 2 both the classes showed an equal result.  
Among the classes, the result showed a large number of unmarked in both the classes. 
Some differences were seen in assignment 2 where both the categories showed an almost 
equal result in class VIII and IX. However, when the class assignment was administered 
under controlled conditions, as in assignment 2 the unmarked showed a reduction, which 
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suggests a consciousness among teachers to mark the incorrect items. In assignment 2 
class-wise there was no significant difference among marked and unmarked. The result 
does not display any significant change from class VIII to IX.  
In the category of school among the unmarked in assignment I, IPS had the highest 
followed by AMU and APS. In assignment 2, IPS had the highest followed by APS and 
AMU. In the marked category, in assignment I, APS had the highest and in assignment 2 
again it was APS which showed the highest. The following table shows the result:  
 Assignment 1 Assignment 2 
(UM) AMU (UM) APS Schools and Classes 
(M) APS (M) AMU 
(UM) IX (UM) IX + VIII Class 
(M) IX (M) IX + VIII 
School  (UM) IPS (UM) IPS 
 (M) APS (M) APS 
 
Table 1:  Highest among marked and unmarked in Assignment I and Assignment 2.   
A number of points need to be noted and considered. In an ESL writing, the criteria for 
assessment need not be concerned only with the product of writing but with the entire 
process of the act of writing.  Writing need not be focused only as an end product but the 
composing aspect needs to be accounted for, as has been made explicit in Flower and 
Hayes model (1981), and later Hayes (1996). Assessment would then mean looking at 
the plan, prompts, long- term memory, and revision of the learner. It would further mean 
accounting for differences between unskilled and skilled learners and focusing on 
addressing the problems of both the groups of learners. Students should be taught to 
become the readers of their own work. Peer review, self- assessment, and teacher-student 
conference promote and inculcate such a trait among writers.  
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Further, the Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) model is an indicator in this direction. It 
accounts for differences among less skilled and skilled writers and was developed 
primarily for school children. By making a distinction between unskilled and skilled 
writers they looked at the different abilities of the learners in terms of writing. This could 
be useful while viewing the different tasks and genre conventions. An ongoing analytical 
assessment of the learner could have a beneficial effect on the learner. Learners could be 
provided with a checklist of the likely errors and these symbols could be used while 
assessing. A number of assessments could then provide a pattern of errors in an 
individual learner, which could then be focused on further. This could be continued in 
later classes to view their progress, e.g. class VIII to IX as in the present work. Using 
such measures would lead to identifying students who have a high or low probability of 
success. Moss (1994)229 puts it in the following words, “holistic, integrative 
interpretations of collected performances that seek to understand the whole in light of its 
parts, that privilege readers who are most knowledgeable about the context in which the 
assessment occurs…” Huot (1996)230 elaborates this by saying that “writing assessment 
should be site based, locally controlled, context sensitive, rhetorically based and 
accessible to those whose writing is being evaluated.” 
There seems to be a lot of difference between large scale assessment and classroom 
assessment. In the classroom assessment it is the classroom context which is important. 
The teacher and learner relationship is directly related to the learning process. The 
classroom assessment, which assesses the abilities of the learner to decide on a future 
course of action, would make it formative assessment rather than summative. 
                                                             
229 Moss P. A. (1994). Can there be validity without reliability? Cited in Weigle, S. C.  (2002). 
Assessing writing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
230 Huot, B. (1996). Toward a new theory of writing assessment.’ College Composition and 
Communication. 47. Cited in Weigle, S. C. (2002). Assessing writing. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
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Assessment and learning are integral activities.  Vygotsky’s (1978)231 notion of the zone 
of proximal development or “that space between what the individual can accomplish 
independently and what he or she can do with assistance,” would lead to a better and 
more effective learning environment. 
The concept of validity has grown from large scale testing and assessment. The tester has 
to ensure that the use of the test is appropriate and is correlated with its objectives. Moss 
(2003)232, while talking about that the centrality of classroom assessment, states that “… 
validity in classroom assessment-where the focus is on enhancing students’ learning –is 
primarily about consequences. Assuming interpretations are intended to inform 
instructional decisions and that instructional decisions entail interpretations about 
students’ learning, it is on evidence of their (immediate, long range and cumulative) 
effects on which their validity primarily rests.” 
6.2 Suggestions 
The following are some tentative suggestions for the language classrooms: 
1. In India, where English is taught as a Second Language, teaching of ESL writing 
should be given attention. Composition courses should be part of the mainstream 
courses. 
2. Learners need to be differentiated in terms of skilled and unskilled in order to 
study the differences among them. 
3. Instructional practices need to understand the needs of linguistically and 
culturally diverse learners. 
                                                             
231 Vygotsky, L. (1978). Mind in Society. Cited in Fulcher, G. and F. Davidson (2007). Language 
testing and assessment: An Advanced resource book. London and New York: Routledge 
232 Moss, P. A. (2003). Reconceptualizing validity for classroom assessment. Cited in Fulcher, G. 
and F. Davidson (2007). Language Testing and Assessment: An advanced resource book. 
London and New York : Routledge. 
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4. Socio-cultural aspects of learners along with cognitive should be emphasized in a 
writing classroom and research. The socio-cultural aspect would give an insight 
into the differences in the writing patterns among the learners. 
5. Assessment practices need to meet the needs and abilities of the learners. 
6. Writing need not be focused on the end product but the composing process 
should be studied. 
7. Classroom assessment should be an ongoing process and the potential skills and 
abilities of learners should be taken into account. 
8. Both direct and indirect assessments should be integrated to get a clearer picture 
of students’ knowledge and skills in writing. 
9. Process writing techniques such as brain storming, group discussion, peer review, 
and self assessment should be emphasized.  
10. Portfolio assessments should be implemented in classrooms and large scale 
assessment of writing and as part of alternative assessment. 
11. Errors should be focused and the pattern of errors should be studied.  
12. Grades should be accompanied with end comments while responding to students’ 
writing. 
13. Checklist should be provided to the students at the beginning of the session to 
ensure the effectiveness of assessment and evaluation. 
14. The assessment pattern should note the individual development of the learner in 
the different grades. 
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APPENDIX – I 
 
A Checklist of Grammar in Writing 
 
Grammatical & Syntactic Competencies in L2 Writing 
A Checklist for Designing Instruction 
 
Jill Kerper Mora, Ed.D. 
San Diego State University 
 
Grammatical Category & 
Usage 
Description of Errors of Misusage 
Word Derivations Noun, verb, adjective, and adverb form confusion/misuse 
Articles Incorrect choice; unnecessarily used: omitted when needed 
Nouns Singular/plural or count/non-count confusion: failure to use 
proper unit expression with non-count noun 
Pronouns Lack of agreement with antecedent ambiguous  antecedent, 
no antecedent, unnecessarily used, not used when called 
for, incorrect form 
Auxiliaries and Modals (Aux-
words) 
Incorrect choice: omitted when needed, unnecessarily used 
Verb Forms Incorrect form (based, d-t-n,-ing,+s, past) incorrect verb 
choice, unnecessarily used; omitted when needed; incorrect 
use of two word verbs 
Verb/Auxiliary Agreement with 
Subject 
+s/no-s confusion: ignorance of true nucleus of noun 
phrase 
Verb/Auxiliary Agreement with 
Subject 
Lack of agreement with general context, with time signal, 
with other verbs, in complex sentences, and/or with 
compound noun clauses 
Modifiers Incorrect form (ing/d-t-n, adjective/adverb, etc), incorrect 
order, incorrect position in sentence 
Comparatives & Superlatives Inappropriate comparison; incorrect comparative 
formation; incorrect superlative formation 
Basic Sentence Structure Incorrect syntax (word order); incorrect shifter, omitted 
object with transitive verb 
Expletives there or it (Dummy 
Subjects) 
Unnecessarily used; omitted when needed, followed 
incorrect form of verb-aux-word 
Sentence Complexity Simple, compound; complex, conditionality, use of 
subordinate clauses 
Incomplete Sentences 
(Fragments) 
Omission of subject; omission of verb; prepositional 
phrase used alone; subordinate clause used alone; noun 
phrase used alone; half sentence used alone 
Coordination (Compounding) Run-on sentences; comma splice; faulty parallelism; 
incorrect conjunction choice, incorrect compounding 
method; unnecessary repetition 
Subordinate Clauses Incorrect clause formation; poor relationship to main 
sentence; incorrect subordinator 
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Relative Clauses Incorrect Clause formation; poor relation to modified 
noun; incorrect relative pronoun 
Half-Sentences (Participal 
Phrases, Absolute Phrases) 
Incorrect formation; poor relationship to main sentence; 
different subjects 
Nominal Clauses or Phrases Incorrect clause formation, incorrect introducer of 
substation; poor relationship, -ing/to + base form 
misuse/confusion 
Passive Transformation Used inappropriately; incorrect formation 
Indirect Object Transformation Used inappropriately: incorrect formation 
Transition Words Not used when called for; used inappropriately: poor or 
incorrect choice 
Variety in Writing Insufficient variety of basic sentence patterns, insufficient 
variety of combining methods 
Commas Incorrect use with shifters; comma splice; incorrect use 
with relative clauses; incorrect use with half-sentences; 
incorrect use with (non-restrictive) added information 
Vocabulary Too limited; incorrect word choice 
Prepositions Incorrect choice; omitted when needed, unnecessarily used 
Other Problems  
 
Source: Pack, A.C. & Henrichsen, L.E. (1980), Sentence Combination: Writing and 
Combining Standard English Sentences. Rowley, MA: Newbury House Publishers. 
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APPENDIX - II 
Checklist for Analysis 
1. ARTICLES 
Respondents Assignment No. 
Incorrect 
Choice of 
Articles 
Unnecessarily 
Used Articles 
Omitted 
Articles when 
Needed 
Total 
  M UM M UM M UM  
1         2        
 
2. NOUNS 
 
3. PRONOUNS 
R
es
po
nd
e
nt
s 
A
ss
ig
nm
e
nt
 N
o.
 
Lack of 
Agreement 
with  
Antecedent 
Unnecessarily 
Used 
Pronoun 
Omitted 
Pronoun 
when 
Needed 
Incorrect 
Form of 
Pronoun 
Total 
  M UM M UM M UM M UM  
1           2          
 
4. AUXILIARY 
Respondents Assignment No. 
Incorrect 
Choice of 
Auxiliary 
Auxiliary 
Unnecessarily 
Used 
Auxiliary 
Omitted 
when Needed 
Total 
  M UM M UM M UM  
1         2        
 
 
 
 
Respondent Assignment No. 
Singular/Plural 
Confusion 
Omitted  Nouns 
when Needed Total 
  M UM M UM  
1       2      
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5. VERB  
Respondents 
Assignment 
No. 
Incorrect 
Verb Form 
Incorrect 
Verb Choice 
Verb Omitted 
when Needed 
Total 
  M UM M UM M UM  
1        
 
2        
 
6. BASIC SENTENCE STRUCTURE 
Respondents Assignment 
Incorrect Syntax 
Incorrect 
Subordinate 
Clause 
Total 
  M UM M UM  
1      
 
2      
 
7. SENTENCE TYPES 
Respondents Assignment Simple  
Sentences 
Compound 
Sentences 
Complex 
Sentences 
Total 
1     
 
2     
 
8. INCOMPLETE SENTENCES 
Respondents Assignment 
Omission 
of Subject 
Omission of 
Prepositional 
Phrase 
Omission 
of Noun 
Phrase 
Total 
  M UM M UM M UM  
1        
 
2        
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9. COORDINATION 
Respondents Assignment Incorrect 
Choice of 
Coordination 
Omitted 
Coordination 
when Needed 
Unnecessary 
Repetition of 
Coordination 
Total 
  M UM M UM M UM  
1        
 
2        
 
10. CAPITALIZATION 
Respondents Assignment 
No. 
The First 
Word in a 
Sentence 
not 
Capitalized 
The 
Pronoun 
“I” not 
Capitalized 
Proper 
Noun not 
Capitalized 
Words in a 
Sentence 
and Title 
not 
Capitalized 
Overuse of 
Capitalization 
Total 
 
  M UM M UM M UM M UM M UM  
1             
 2            
 
 214 
 
11. PUNCTUATION 
Responde
nt 
Assignme
nt No. 
Omitted 
Period at the 
End of a 
Sentence 
Omitted Period 
at the End of 
Abbreviation 
Omitted 
Question 
Mark 
Omitted 
Exclamatory 
Mark 
Omitted 
Comma 
Omitted 
Quotation 
Marks in Direct 
Speech 
Overuse of 
Punctuation 
Approstrophe 
not Used Total 
  M UM M UM M UM M UM M U
M 
M UM M UM M UM  
1                  
 
2                  
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12. VOCABULARY 
Respondent Assignment No. Incorrect 
Word Choice 
Wrong Word 
Formation 
Total 
  M UM M UM  
1      
 
2      
 
13. PREPOSITION 
Respondents Assignment 
No. 
Incorrect 
Choice of 
Preposition 
Omitted 
Preposition 
when 
Needed 
Preposition 
Used 
Unnecessarily 
Total 
  M UM M UM M UM  
1        
 
2        
                                                           
14. SPELLING                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
Respondents Assignment No. Wrong Spelling Total 
  M UM  
1    
 
2    
 
15. CONCORD      
Respondents Assignment No. No Subject - 
Verb Agreement 
Total 
  M UM  
1    
 
2    
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16. WORD OMISSION  
Respondents Assignment 
No. 
Omitted Word in a 
Sentence 
Total 
  M UM  
1    
 
2    
 
 
17. UNCLEAR IDEA 
Respondents Assignment 
No. 
Unclear Idea Total 
  M UM  
1    
 
2    
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APPENDIX – III 
Teacher’s Questionnaire 
 
Name: …………………………………………………………………………………… 
Medium: …………………………………………………………………………………… 
Name of School: ………………………………………………………………………… 
No. of Languages Known: ………………………………………………………………… 
Mother Tongue: …………………………………………………………………………… 
 
Dear Respondents 
 The following is a list of questions related to writing skills. There are two 
different sets of questions which need attention. Your response and experience as a 
teacher will help me in my task. Thank you for your cooperation. 
 
Q1:  Assessment is a necessary part of any training program 
 Agree (       )   Disagree (       ) 
Q2:  Learner’s abilities need to be assessed. 
 Agree (       )   Disagree (       ) 
Q3: Assessment helps in understanding the improvement in a learner’s output. 
 Agree (       )   Disagree (       ) 
Q4:  What importance do you give to writing skills? 
 Very important (       ) 
 Important   (       ) 
 Not very important (       ) 
 Neutral  (       ) 
Q5:  Informal assessment is done through standardized testing. 
 Agree (       )   Disagree (       ) 
Q6:  Formal assessment is done through standardized testing. 
 Agree (       )   Disagree (       ) 
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Q7:  In a class how much time should be devoted to writing in a week? 
 0% to 20 %  (       ) 
 20% to 50%  (       ) 
 50% to 75%  (       ) 
Q8:  How often do you correct class work? 
 Always  (       ) 
 Frequently  (       ) 
 Not very frequently  (       ) 
Q9:  How often do you correct home work? 
 Always  (       ) 
 Frequently  (       ) 
 Not very frequently  (       ) 
Q10:  Do you have any criteria for correction? 
 Yes (       ) 
 No (       ) 
Q11:  What do you focus on while correcting? (Mark the order) 
 Spelling  (       ) 
 Grammar  (       ) 
 Punctuation  (       ) 
 Capitalization  (       ) 
 Organization  (       ) 
 Content  (       ) 
 Any other (please specify) …………………………………………………………………… 
Q12:  Can you use these above items as checklist?  
 Yes (       )   No (       ) 
Q13:  How effective would be a checklist for learners? 
 Very effective  (       ) 
 Not very effective (       ) 
 Neutral  (       ) 
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Q14:  Do you follow up to see if the mistake has not been repeated? 
 Always (       ) 
 Some times (       ) 
 Never               (      ) 
Q15:  How often do you leave the mistakes unmarked? 
 Often  (       ) 
 Some times (       ) 
 Never  (       ) 
Q16:  How do you indicate your correction? 
 Circle  (       ) 
 Underline (       ) 
 Comment (       ) 
 Ignore  (       ) 
 Any other ………………………………………………………………………….. 
Q17:  Are you able to diagnose the problems of the learners through their writing? 
 Very often  (       ) 
 Not very often  (       ) 
 Never   (       ) 
Q18:  What do you do if the mistake persists? 
 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 
Q19:  Does your assessment/ evaluation differ in case of good and poor writers? 
 Yes (       ) 
 No (       ) 
 Please Comment ………………………………………………………………….. 
 …………………………………………………………………..………………… 
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Q 20:  Is there any significant difference in the writing ability of the learners at the end 
 of the session? 
 Yes  (       ) 
 No  (       ) 
 Not always (       ) 
Q 21:  What, according to you, are the problems faced by the learners in 
writing? 
 ……………………………………………………………………………. 
 ……………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 Q. 
22. 
Indicate how far you agree / disagree with each statement 
Please mark a tick (√) 
A
gr
ee
 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
ag
re
e 
D
is
ag
re
e 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
di
sa
gr
ee
 
U
nd
ec
id
ed
 
i. The ability to write is an important aspect in second language 
instruction. 
     
ii Writing has been a neglected skill.      
iii  Assessing a task means dealing with evaluating the 
appropriateness of response. 
     
iv  Assessing writing means checking grammatical structure.      
v In a class assessment can be done in a number of ways.      
vi  Preparing a checklist before assessing and distributing it to 
the class can be useful. 
     
vii  Follow up of the assessment procedure is not always possible.      
viii Repetition of the errors may be an indication of the 
ineffectiveness of the teacher’s assessment. 
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ix Assessment should be focused on the content of the task not 
on the mechanics of writing. 
     
x  Priority should be given to what is written than how it has 
been written. 
     
xi Effective word choice is an important aspect in writing.      
xii Vocabulary is an important aspect of writing skill.      
xiii Organization of ideas is usually not given much attention.      
xiv  Logical sequencing is an aspect of organization.      
xv  It is important to ask the learners to check their own work 
before submission. 
 
     
xvi Some errors can be corrected by the students themselves 
when they revise. 
     
xvii  Peer correction is an effective way to deal with evaluation.      
xviii  Marginal comments are more effective than end.      
xix Poor writers need more attention and diagnosis of their 
problems. 
     
xx  Teachers need to diagnose the learner’s problems over a 
considerable period of time. 
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Appendix IV 
Samples 
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